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"The reverse of this bronze Smyrnaean coin (.Sammlung von Aulock, 
Ionia, no. 2231 = BMC Ionia, no. 452) minted in the reign of 
Philip I (A.D. 244-249) depicts the legend of a dream of Alexander 
the Great, in which the two Nemeseis exhorted him to refound the 
city of Smyrna (for the story, see Paus. 7.5.1). The inscription 
reads >MYPNAION: I[: NE: O: EI: >: AT: ETIIKTHTOY 
(“[the coin] of the Smyrnaeans, thrice neokoroi, [minted] in the 
generalship of At.[Ap.?] Epictetes”). "Fhe obverse (not seen here) 
portrays Philip and carries the inscription AY:K-M-IOY EI AIIIIIOX 
(mperator Caesar WM. Iulius Philippus). "The interplay of images and 
inscriptions on this coin best reflects the peculiar blend of cultural 
and political pretensions of Greek cities in Asia Minor under the 
Roman empire (see chapter 8). 
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INTRODUCTIION 





“We prefer not to live without Roman leadership,” decreed the people of 
Aphrodisias. “I think then that the safest course, as always, is to keep to the laws 
of each city,” Emperor 'Trajan advised Pliny the Younger.! "These statements 
reflect the overall division of responsibilities between Greek cities and Roman 
authorities. In Greek lands, as elsewhere, “Rome neither ignored her provincial 
cities nor ran them,” busying herself with “initiative and coordination over a large 
area.”2 Nevertheless, the Roman presence and the needs of the Roman state af- 
fected the development of Greek cities because local administrative and social 
life had to accommodate the political interests of Rome. "The life of Greek cities 
did not remain static in this period: social relations were transformed, new of- 
fices were introduced, and the responsibilities of officials and the features of city 
offices were modified. Because such changes took place under the Romans, they 
are often interpreted as results of Romanization, irrespective of whether the lat- 
ter is understood as an unconscious process or as a deliberate Roman policy.5 

“The word “Romanization” has been used in so many quarters and in so 
many ways that its meaning has become extremely vague.* In the absence ofa 


1. Reynolds, Aphrodisias, no. 2 (88 B.C.). See also 7.Smyrna 594 (A.D. 124); SEG 49, 1488 
(Ephesus, undated). Plin. £p. 10.113 (A.D. 113). 

2. Glen W. Bowersock, “Syria under Vespasian,” 7RS 63 (1973), 140, published in his Srud- 
ies, 92. 

3. Macro, “Cities,” 662-663; Stahl, Imperiale Herrschafi, 89. 

4. See, e.g., Susan Alcock, “The Problem of Romanization, the Power of Athens,” in Hoff 
and Rotroff, Romanization of Athens, 1—3; Susan Alcock, “Heroic Myths, but Not for Our Times,” 
in Romanization and the City, ed. Elizabeth Fentress (Porthsmouth, R.I.: Journal of Roman Ar- 
chacology, 2000), 221-226; Nicola Terrenato, introduction to Jta/y and the West: Comparative Issues 
in Romanization, ed. Simon Keay and Nicola Terrenato (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2001), 1-6. 
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precise definition, it 1s impossible to write anything on Romanization that will 
satisfy everybody, and it would be an obvious act of hubris to claim to offer an 
all-encompassing survey of this very large and complex problem in a few pages. 
But academic propriety requires me to at least lay out some of the main ap- 
proaches to Romanization that have been undertaken to date, and in this way 
also to situate the present book in this field. 

“The word “Romanization” has been applied to religious changes (mostly 
the establishment of new cults, mainly those of emperors and members of their 
families, and the introduction of corresponding officials) and legal novelties 
(mostly with regard to the spread of Roman law, including grants of Roman 
citizenship, and to changes in the status of cities and city clites). This concept 
has also been used to designate economic and social developments (as they af- 
fected local economies, architecture, and patterns of town planning, including 
urbanization and urban growth), cultural innovations (such as the introduction 
of Roman bathing practices and the kinds of spectacles popular in Italy, particu- 
larly gladiatorial combats), and changes in Greek city administration (including, 
among other things, the appearance of new offices, the personalization of city 
politics, and, finally, the general decline of local administration and social life). 

Fach of these observations has its weak point, however. "The Hellenistic royal 
cults were numerous and so sophisticated that they are thought to have been 
much more developed than those of Roman times.” “Juridical Romanization,” 
which was mostly the spread of Roman law and grants of Roman citizenship, 
played a much less significant r6le in the Greek east, where it is possible to 
speak about the mutual penetration of Greek and Roman juridical ideas.€ 
“Cultural Romanization,” which in the end meant bringing the local popula- 
tion up to the level of Roman civilization, hardly had any profound effect on 
Greek cities. "The Romans did not consciously regard themselves as mission- 
aries of a higher culture, and it is unlikely that their culture was considered as 
such when compared with that of the Greeks.7 Mary Boatwright's recent at- 


5. Cerfaux and Tondriau, Concurrent du christianisme, 238-239; Fishwick, Imperial Cult 
in the Latin West, 1.1:48, 35; Kertesz, “Provinz Asia,” 5o. 

6. Jones, “Greeks under the Roman Empire,” 4-5; Holtheide, Romische Biirgerrechispolitik, 
5; Paolo Frezza, “Istituti Ellenistici nei testi del Corpus luris Civilis,” in Srudi V. Arangio-Ruiz 
(Naples: Jovene, 1953), 4:209-224; Horst Braunert, “Griechische und romische Komponenten im 
Stadtrecht von Antinoopolis,” 77P 14 (1962): 88; Fergus G. B. Millar, “Culture grecque et culture 
latine dans le Haut-Empire: La loi et la foi,” in Les Martyrs de Lyon: Actes du colloque, Lyon, 20— 
23 septembre 1973, ed. Robert Turcan, Colloques internationaux du C.N.R.S., vol. 575 (Paris: 
Editions du C.N.R-S., 1978), 187-193. 

7. Albert Deman, |s.n.], in La romanisation de l'Afrique: Akten des VI. Internationalen Kongresses 
fiir griechische und lateinische Epigraphik: Munich 1972, ed. Hans-Georg Pflaum (Munich: C. H. Beck, 
1973), 68-69; Robert L. Dise, “O/ficia: Romanization and the Emergence of the Imperial Civil Ser- 
vice on the Middle Danube during the Principate” (Ph.D. diss., University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 
1986), 12, 15, 31; Jacques and Scheid, Rome et /'integration, 215; Curchin, Romanization of Central 
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tempt to present Romanization in a more nuanced way as the “interaction of 
Romans and provincials [which] provided a stimulus for continual modifica- 
tion of dominant and subordinate cultures alike”5 does not specify how this 
“modification” occurred in the Greek east, where Roman culture occupied a 
subordinate position. Greek remained the language of local life throughout the 
provinces of the Fast, and the use of Roman names and Roman terms in the 
Greek vocabulary was always very modest. In city administration Latin words 
were few and regularly supplied with their Greek equivalents.” And if we may 
speak about “Romanization in sentiment,” which is how cases of Greeks call- 
ing themselves Rhomaioi have been labeled, or about “Romanisierung im 
Kopf,” all this had nothing to do with the realities of day-to-day life in Greek 
cities.10 

“The effect of Romanization on local economies, patterns of settlement, 
town planning, and architecture has been recognized as important in the more 
backward parts of the Empire and as minimal in the Greek east. The same is 
true for urbanization and urban growth. Here too the Romans were far behind 
Hellenistic rulers, who had actively founded new cities and consolidated old 
ones.I! The meaning of “Romanization” is so vague also because the effects of 


Spain, 8: Romanization was “the process of cultural transformation by which indigenous peoples 
were integrated into the Roman empire.” 

8. Boatwright, Hadrian, 13—14. 

9. Jean Hatzfeld, Les trafiquanits itahiens dans l'Orient hellenique (Paris: E. De Boccard, 1919), 
9-11; [homas R. S. Broughton, he Romanization of Africa Proconsularis (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
Press, 1929), 134, 174, 209; C. Bradford Welles, “The Romanization of the Greek Fast,” Bu//etin of 
the American Society of Papyrologists 2 (1965): 42—46; Peter A. Brunt, Roman Imperial Themes (Ox- 
ford: Clarendon Press, 1990), 208-269; Andrăs Mâcsy, Gese//schafi und Romanisation in der râmischen 
Provinz Moesia Superior (Budapest: Akad. Kiad6, 1970), 212-213, 251-253. Mason, Greek Terms, 
3-8; Mitchell, “Greek Epigraphy and Social Change,” 431-433: Romanization as the change in the 
“fashion and style of Greek nomenclature,” which he discussed mostly with respect to the “trans- 
formation of names and naming practices”; Rosalinde A. Kearsley, ed., Greeks and Romans in Îm- 
perial Asia: Mixed Language Inscriptions and Linguistic Evidence for Cultural Înteraction until the End 
ofaD III, IK 59 (Bonn: Dr. R. Habelt, 2001), 147-156, where examples of “mixed language usage” 
come mostly from Ephesus, the capital of the province of Asia and the residence of the governor, 
and are limited to inscriptions concerning the Romans or local Roman citizens. 

10. Brunt, 7hemes, 269; Mitchell, “Greek Epigraphy and Social Change,” 421: “the mem- 
bers of the clite underwent a systematic “Romanisierung im Kopf.”” Curchin, Romanization of Central 
Spain, 120-124, (“Constructing a Roman identity”), who limited this “Roman identity” to Roman 
citizenship, the tria nomina, the use of the Latin language (122; see also 193-215), and an urban 
lifestyle, including new funerary customs (see also 69—92, 216-242, esp. 238-241) (“Mental trans- 
formations”). Certainly, all this was hardly applicable in the Greek east. 

Tr Etienne, Tenos 1], 167; Mitchell, Ankara District, 14; Mackie, Local Administration, 119; 
Michael L. White, “Urban Development and Social Change in Imperial Ephesos,” in Koester, 
Ephesos, 27-79; Nigel Pollard, So/diers, Cities, and Civilians in Roman Syria (Ann Arbor: University 
of Michigan Press, 2000), 5 n.5, 35-67. Cf. Michael Waelkens, “The Adoption of Roman Building 
“Techniques in the Architecture of Asia Minor,” in Roman Architecture în the Greek World, ed. Sarah 
Macready and Frederick H. Thompson (London: Society of Antiquaries of London, distributed by 
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Roman rule, and consequently local understanding of it, varied geographically, 
and the Greek east was clearly less affected.!? Not surprisingly, Romanization 
as a deliberate policy has been ruled out for the eastern part of the empire.!5 

“This conclusion, however, does not explain many of the changes that took 
place in the administration and society of Greek cities in the Roman period, which 
have been well documented in numerous texts of various types. An analysis of 
the development of Greek city government is, therefore, needed and supported 
by the evidence. The organization of this book reflects its main objectives. A 
diachronic examination of the main attributes of Greek city administration in 
pre-Roman and Roman times (such as administrative concepts which were em- 
ployed in Greek cities, the social and financial status of city officials, the râle of 
women and even children in local administration, and features of individual of- 
fices) will be necessary for establishing the extent to which Roman rule could 
have affected local life in the Greek east. The comparative method will then be 
used geographically, by juxtaposing the main attributes of city administration 
in the Greek east with those in other Roman provinces, including some Latin- 
speaking ones. Comparing local developments in the two halves of the empire 
will not only highlight its overall organization and functioning but also indicate 
the limits of continuity of local life under Roman domination. 

Asia constitutes a particularly attractive field for this examination. It was 
one of the most populous and urbanized Greek-speaking provinces. "This region 
is also blessed with an exceptional amount of inscriptional and coin evidence, as 
well as a whole series of well-known literary sources. "The stakes in Asia become 
even higher because of several recent works dealing with Romanization in the 
cities of the Roman Empire, including the eastern and western provinces.!* It is 





Thames and Hudson, 1987), 94105; Michael Waelkens, “Hellenistic and Roman Influence in the 
Imperial Architecture of Asia Minor,” in The Greek Renaissance in the Roman Empire: Papers from the 
Tenth British Museum Classical Colloquium, ed. Susan Walker and Averil Cameron (London: Univer- 
sity of London; Institute of Classical Studies, 1989), 77-88; Ager, Interstate Arbitrations, 61-64. 

12. Marcel Benabou, La resistance afiicaine ă la romanisation (Paris: F. Maspero, 1976), 372; 
Christian Goudineau, “Organisation et “romanisation” de la Transalpine jusqwă Cesar,” in Rome et 
Ia conqutte du monde mediterraneen, ed. Claude Nicolet (Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 1978), 
2:697-698; MacMullen, Changes, 56-66. A recent attempt by Curchin to “deconstruct” and “ratio- 
nalize” the concept of Romanization refuted “some commonly-used models of Romanization” and 
adopted an “eclectic method, using a variety of processual and post-processual insights without slav- 
ish adherence to either school” (Romanization of Central Spain, 8, 12—14, 22). It is not certain, though, 
if this “method” can work anywhere else but in “central Spain,” not to mention the Greek east. 

13. Jones, “Greeks under the Roman Empire,” 3; Bowersock, Augustus, 72; Macro, “Cities,” 
662-663. Curchin (Romanization of Central Spain, 60) denied the “formal policy of Romanization” in 
the west as well. 

14. E.g., Cartledge and Spawforth, He//enistic and Roman Sparta; Labarre, Cites de Lesbos; 
Mackie, Local Administration; Susan Raven, Rome in Africa (London and New York: Routledge, 1993); 
Woolf, Becoming Roman, 1-23, 106-141; Warwick Ball, Rome în the East: The Transformation of an 
Empire (London and New York: Routledge, 2000), 149-206: on “towns and cities” in the Roman Near 
East. 
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only natural to study the problem of Roman influence by focusing on a Roman 
administrative unit. And since this book traces developments and changes in 
city administration from the Hellenistic to the Roman period, “Asia” will be 
used here to refer to the area covered by the entire Roman province at its great- 
est extent, even prior to its organization as a province. Some have placed the 
provincialization of Asia in 133 B.C., when Attalos III died and left his king- 
dom to the Roman people after having made certain provisions for the sta- 
tus of its capital, Pergamum, and probably some other cities.! The rebellion 
of Aristonicos, who claimed the Attalid throne by posing as Fumenes III, 
the only remaining (albeit illegitimate) son of Eumenes II and, therefore, the 
brother of the deceased Attalos III, was finally crushed by Rome in 129 B.C. 
“The senatorial commission headed by Manius Aquillius is thought by some 
to have organized the new province în that and the following year.! Others 
believe that this process could have lasted till 126 B.c. and therefore consider 
that year as the date of the establishment of the province of Asia.!7 Because 
of the scarcity of our sources and discrepancies and omissions in them, we 
know neither the exact content of Attalos”s testament nor the formal date of 


15. Magie, Roman Rule, 30-33, 1033-1037; Hansen, Attalids, 147-150; Jones, Cities, 58; 
Bernhardt Schleussner, “Die Gesandtschaftsreise des P. Scipio Nasica im Jahre 133/132 v. Chr. 
und die Provinzialisierung des Konigreichs Pergamon,” Chiron 6 (1976): 108; Sherk, Documents, 
60-61; Macro, “Cities,” 663; Christian Habicht, “The Seleucids and Their Rivals,” in CALE 8 
(1989), 380. For these provisions, see Sherk, Documents, no. 11 (c.133 B.C.); Bernhardt, Polis und 
rămische Herrschafi, 285-294; Hopp, Untersuchungen, 127-129. Cf. App. Mithr. 34 with Haensch, 
Capita provinciarum, 315. 

16. "Therese Liebmann-Frankfort, La frontiere orientale dans la politique exterieure de la republique 
Romaine depuis le traite d'Apamee jusqu ă la fin des conquttes asiatiques de Pompee: 159/5-63 (Brus- 
sels: Palais des Academies, 1969), 455; Hopp, Untersuchungen, 147; Kent ]. Rigsby, “The Era of 
the Province of Asia,” Phoenix 33 (1979): 39-40; Sherwin-White, Roman Foreign Policy, 9; Michel 
Christol and Thomas Drew-Bear, “Asia [2],” in NPau/y 2 (1997), 78; John D. Grainger, he Roman 
War of Antiochos the Great (Leiden and Boston: E. ]. Brill, 2002), 351. See also Sherk, Documents, 
67-73. For the commission, see Strabo 14.1.38, p. C 646. The war against Aristonicos” rebellion is 
thought to have lasted until 129 B.C.; see Hansen, 4/a/ids, 150-159; L. Robert and ]. Robert, 
Claros, 1:99. But it is possible that Aristonicos himself was captured by the Romans in 130 B.C.; 
see SEG 36, 555, with Reinhold Merkelbach, “Epirotische Hilfstruppen im Krieg der Romer 
gegen Aristonikos,” ZPE 87 (1991): 132, and a recent detailed commentary by Boris Dreyer in 
1.Metropolis | (Bonn: Dr. R. Habelt, 2003), 66-90. 

17. Chapot, Province, 13; Sherk, Documents, 68; Hansen, Artalids, 159; L. Robert and 
]. Robert, C/aros, 1:99; Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:72; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 113—114; Jean-Louis Ferrary, 
“Les gouverneurs des provinces romaines d'Asie Mineure (Asie et Cilicie), depuis Porganisation 
de la province d'Asie jusqu'ă la premicre guerre de Mithridate (126-838 av. ].-C.),” Chiron 30 (2000): 
161-193; Dreyer, op. cit. (see preceding note). A parallel might be offered by Galatia, which, in 
25 B.C., was also bequeathed to the Romans by the will of its former ruler, Amyntas, and probably 
counted its provincial era as starting in 20 B.C., as demonstrated by a coin from the city of Tavium; 
see Robert K. Sherk, “The Legates of Galatia from Augustus to Diocletian” (Ph.D. diss., Johns 
Hopkins University, Baltimore, 1952), 13-14. "The latter date, however, could refer to a local era; 
Robert K. Sherk, “Roman Galatia: The Governors from 25 B.C. to A.D. 114,” in ANRW 7.2 (1980), 
958 n.2; Magie, Roman Rule, 1305—1306. 
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the establishing of the province, nor the date of a special senatus consultum 
on its foundation.18 

“The extent of this province can be seen in documents of various sorts, such 
as the customs law of Asia issued in 75 B.C. and modified in A.D. 62 and lists of 
principal cities of the juridical districts, or assizes, into which this province was 
divided in the late Republic and during the reigns of Augustus, Gaius Caligula, 
and the Flavians.!” Other sources provide sporadic references to the extent of 
Asia by mentioning various locales as lying within or outside its borders, which 
appear to have been quite flexible at times. Late literary texts speak of Phrygia 
as a territory put under the control of Mithridates V Fuergetes in return for his 
help in the Roman victory over Aristonicos. The senazus consultum of 116 B.C., a 
copy of which was found not far from the city of Apamea, refers to Phrygia as 
under the authority of the governor of the province of Asia. But the letters of 
Cicero from 51 B.C. describe Phrygia as again Iying outside that province.2 Caria 
perhaps became a part of Asia after the First Mithridatic War, as demonstrated 
by the senatus consulta for "Fabae and Stratonicea, as well as an inscription from 
Mylasa.?! By the beginning of the imperial period, the governor of the province 
of Asia controlled the Hellespont, Ionia, Lydia, Phrygia, and Caria. 

"The province of Asia kept this form for about four centuries.22 Some think 
that the reorganization of Phrygia and Caria as a joint province in the 250s was 


18. Chapot, Province, 10 n.1; Hansen, Artalids, 149-150; Jones, Ciries, 57; Hopp, Untersuchungen, 
127-129; Kallet-Marx, Hegemony to Empire, 97—122. According to Gruen (Fe/lenistic World, 603 
and 607), the “provincialization” of Asia took from four to twenty-two years. 

19. SEG 39, 1180.22-26. Whether the customs district called Asia was identical with the 
province of Asia is a separate question; see Martin Dreher, “Die /ex portorii Asiae und der Zollbezik 
Asia,” EA 26 (1996): 111-127. "The assizes in the late Republic: Sherk, Documents, no. 52 (Roman 
authorities to Asia, 51-50 B.C.?), with his commentary on pp. 275-276. Under Augustus: Plin. 
NIH 5.105-126. Under Caligula: /.Didyma 148 (A.D. 37-41); see Robert, He//enica, 7:206-238. 
Under the Flavians: 7. Ephesos la 13. See Christian Habicht, “New Evidence on the Province of 
Asia,” JRS 65 (1975): 65-71; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 198-200; Mitchell, “Administration of Roman 
Asia,” 22-29. 

20. Mithridates: lustin. 37.1.2; Oros. 5.10.2; Eutrop. 4.20.1. Thomas Drew-Bear, “Three 
Senatus Consulta concerning the Province of Asia,” Ffistoria 21 (1972): 80-81 (n.14). The SC of 
116 B.C.: OGI 436. See C. G. Brandis, “Asia (3),” in RE 4 (1896), 1539; Magie, Roman Rule, 1058 
n.35; Adrian N. Sherwin-White, “Roman Involvement in Anatolia, 16788 B.C.,” 7RS 07 (1977): 
7o n.56; Mitchell, “Administration of Roman Asia,” 20: “in 119 or 116.” See also lustin. 38.5.3 
with Drew-Bear, “Three Senatus Consulta,” 81 (n.20); BE 1972, no. 66; Cic. Ad Au. 5.16.2, 5.21.0, 
6.2.4. 

21. MAMA VI 162 = L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:97-102, no. 5 (Tabac, 81 B.C.), OGI 
441 = Sherk, Documents, no. 18 = Î.Stratonikeia 505 = Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 308-313, no. 349 
(SC de Stratonicensibus, 81 B.C.); I.Mylasa 109 (the phyle of the Otorkondeis, c.76 B.C.). See Christian 
Marek, “Karien im Ersten Mithridatischen Krieg,” in A/te Geschichte und Wissenschafisgeschichte: 
Festschrifi fir Karl Christ zum 63. Geburistag, ed. Peter Kneissel (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche 
Buchgesellschaft, 1988), 303—308; Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:72. 

22. Robert, He/lenica, 7:222-238; Magie, Roman Rule, 169-172, 1452; Mitchell, Anatolia, 
2:156, map 6; OCD5, 189 s.v. “Asia, Roman province.” 
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the first blow to the territorial integrity of Asia. This reorganization was only 
temporary, however, and was reversed after its raison d'âtre—the Gothic in- 
vasions in Asia Minor—receded.% As a result, the old senatorial province of 
Asia survived in its traditional form till the reign of Diocletian, who, as part of 
his overall provincial reform, reorganized Asia as a conglomerate of smaller 
provinces inside the /ioecesis Astana, probably in the 29os or, more precisely, 
after the establishment of the first tetrarchy in 293.2 


23. David H. French and Charlotte Roueche, “Governors of Phrygia and Caria,” ZPE 49 
(1982): 159; Timothy D. Barnes, 7he New Empire of Diocletian and Constantine (Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard UP, 1982), 140, 156, 215; Michel Christol, Essai sur /'Evo/ution des carricres senatoriales dans 
la seconde moitie du III siccle ap. J.-C. (Paris: Nouv. €d. Latines, 1986), 51; Mitchell, Anatolia, 
2:158; Charlotte Rouechc, “A New Governor of Caria-Phrygia: P. Aelius Septimius Mannus,” in 
Splendidissima Civitas: Etudes d'histoire romaine en hommage  F. Jacques, cd. Andre Chastagnol 
et al. (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 1996), 232-239. Cf. Sviatoslav Dmitriev, “The End of 
provincia Asia,” Historia 50 (2001): 468-489. 

24. Cf. Mitchell, Anatolia, 2:162, map 7. 
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Language and Responsibilities 


Modern approaches to Greek city administration are various and, although 
usually perfectly legitimate from the modern point of view, do not necessar- 
ily reflect the approaches of the Greeks themselves. 'Therefore, in order to 
understand Greek city administration at the time, it is necessary not only to 
be acquainted with modern perceptions but also to go directly to the basic fea- 
tures of administrative life in Asian cities. The richness of their epigraphical 
material allows us to explore in detail the terminology that was used in Asian 
city administration and the responsibilities of city officials as well as their 
interrelationship. 


Language 


Of all the words employed in Greek city administration arche was undoubt- 
edly the most frequently used and was applied to almost every known city 
office. Studies dealing with Greek city administration customarily translate 
this word as “office” and “magistracy,” that is, with the help of Roman and 
modern definitions of administrative executive posts. To a large extent, this 
understanding rests not only on present-day realities but also on several trans- 


1. Busolt, Sraarstunde, 2:1054; Jones, Greek City, 182; Hansen, “Seven Hundred Archai,” 
151; Sinclair, Democracy, 179; David L. Stockton, The Classical Athenian Democracy (Oxford: 
Oxford UP, 1990), 103: “public office”; Henri Van Effenterre, La cite grecque: Des origines ă la 
defaite de Marathon (Paris: Hachette, 1985), 173; Todd, “Glossary-Index,” 217 s.v. arkhe: “origi- 
nally an abstract noun, but often used in a concrete sense, as a general term to describe any public 
office or official.” It is quite indicative that the OCD:, g11 discusses archai s.v. “magistracy.” 
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lations of arche as magistratus în ancient sources.? However, the verb archo 
meant “to begin,” “to start,” “to initiate,” and “to lead,” while its deriva- 
tion, the noun arche, appears to have had the broad meaning of “authority,” 
“leadership,” or, even more generally, “any office which rose above the whole 
scope of private individuals.”3 Accordingly, some inscriptions contrast all 
the archontes in the city with everybody else, as in lasus, Teos, and Priene. 
Others distinguish all the archontes from “other citizens,” as in Priene and 
Flaea.* Because the word arche had a very general meaning of “authority” 
and “leadership,” every office that had “authority” and “leadership” was an 
arche. 

“The Greeks did not make a conscious distinction between executive, leg- 
islative, military, and legal offices. In Asian cities the word arche and its cog- 
nates could be applied not only to what we consider executive posts but also to 
city councilors.5 The inscription containing honors by Delphi to ambassadors 
from 'Leos reads as follows: “So that this decision will remain for all time, let 
the enarchoi councilors inscribe it in the temple. During the archonship of 
Megartes, when Mnasitheus, Athambos, Protarchos, Philinos, Nikoboulos 
were councilors.”* The phrase “enarchoi councilors” points to the status of these 
councilors as those who had arce, since their office was inseparable from au- 
thority and leadership.” It is more than likely that in inscriptions mentioning 
the embassy from an unknown Acolian city to the “archontes and the people” 
of Priene and an embassy from Magnesia to 'Leos, in the grant of access to “the 
archai and the people” to a new proxenos by Magnesia, and in the decision by 
“the city and the archontes” of Xanthus, these archontes included the council- 


Dc 


2. Mason, Greek Terms, 26 s.v. 4pXN (3), 27 s.v. px, dpxwvela, dpxwwns, 110-113 for a 
general discussion. 

3. See s.v. âpx6s and dpxw in Juret, Dicrionnaire, 186; Frisk, Worterbuch, 1:158-—159; Chantraine, 
Dictionnaire, 1:119-121. The diverse uses of the word archos: Olivier Masson, “Vocabulaire grec et 
€pigraphie: px6s “chef, archonte,” in o-o-pe-ro-si: Festschrifi fir Ernst Risch zum 73. Geburistag, 
ed. Annemarie Etter (Berlin and New York: W. de Gruyter, 1986), 450-457. 

4. I.Iasos 219.6-8 (Hellenistic period); Sy//.3 378.41—42 (Teos, 2nd cent. B.C.); [.Priene 12.7- 
8 (soon after 300 B.C.); . Delos 6, 1520.58 (mid-2nd cent. B.C.). The archontes as distinguished from 
the citizens: 7. Priene 14.21-22 (c.286 B.C.), $y/l. 694 (= LSAM 15 = Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 
256-258, no. 209).40-42 (from Elaea? c.129 B.C.) with Robert, Documents d'Asie Mineure, 477-484; 
SEG 33, 1183.3—4 (Xanthus, 260-259 B.C.), LSAM 81.15-16 (Antioch by the Pyramus, c.160 B.C.). 

5. The wide and narrow meanings of the word archontes: Poland, Geschichte, 362; Holleaux, 
Etudes, 3:213. City councilors: I.Ilion 25.113 (early 3rd cent. B.C.); 1.Mylasa 101.5 (Hellenistic pe- 
riod);, F.Delphes IIL.3, 238.21-23 (160-159 B.C.); Tit. Cam. 110.00-61 (Camirus, 225 or 180 B.C.). 

6. F.Delphes UL.2, 134c.14-15 (205-202 B.C.); [II.3, 238.22-23: T[ovs evăplxovs Bovheuras 
(160-159 B.C.). 

7. E.g., I.Magnesia 55.17-19 (Rhodes, Hellenistic period). Cf. “to the current council” (erri 
Thu Boviv Th eveorooav) in 1./lion 25.144-—146 (early 3rd cent. B.C.) and an expression with a 
similar meaning in relation to the archontes: Î.Didyma 487.12-—13 (late 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.?); 
1. Magnesia 48.29—30 (Eretrea, c.200o B.C.); 5y/1.3 340.50 (Lindus, late 3rd cent. B.C.), 722.8—10 
(Astypalaea, c.1oo B.C.?). 
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ors as well.8 Military and religious posts certainly had authority în the city and 
could be labeled archa. But, although the corresponding evidence for mili- 
tary offices had already emerged early in the third century, religious offices 
generally came to be regarded as archa only later, by the end of the Hellenis- 
tic period.” Religious offices were not only labeled archa; but, in contrast with 
military offices, gradually found a place among “other archa:” in Pergamum, 
Teos, and 'Tlos. This attitude probably reflected the gradual incorporation of 
sacral offices into the Greek city administration.!0 

“The situation with legal offices is uncertain. An inscription from Erythrae 
in which judges were elected at the archairesiai suggests that legal offices were 
grouped with other archai of that city.!! But the simple use of the word arche 
or its cognates only pointed to authority and leadership and did not necessar- 
ily refer to city administration. Like several other features of city organization 
which we know in Erythrae, this one could have been borrowed from Athens 
and therefore does not allow us to generalize about this practice in Asian cit- 
ies.!? Finally, a number of offices in Asian cities were not directly relevant to 
the administration of the entire city but pertained to lower administrative lev- 
els. "These offices were archai too since their names contained the word archon 
or archos, as was the case with the archontes of phyla: in Mylasa, the phylarchoi 
in Ilium and Elaea, and the Jemarchoi in Stratonicea and Pergamum.! 

During the Hellenistic period, the word arche and its cognates started to 
designate executive officials in contrast with those who had legislative and 
religious responsibilities. “The difference between the arc/ontes as executive 
officials and the council as a deliberative body was reflected in the greetings to 
cities of Asia by other cities or sovereigns, where the usual formula “To the 
council and the people, greetings,” was changed in the second century to “To 


8. I.Priene 60.20 (2nd cent. B.C.); 7. Magnesia 2.19—20 (early 3rd cent. B.C.), 4.2425, 6.18— 
19, 7.3—4 (3rd cent. B.C.); SEG 33, 1163.3—4 (Xanthus, 260-259 B.C.). 

9. Î.Ilion 25.72-73 (early 3rd cent. B.C.); 7. Erythrai 119.10—11 (c.280 B.C.); .Mylasa 110.6 
(late 2nd cent. B.c.); SEG 43, 707 (Euromus, soon after 197 B.C.). For the generalship in Pergamum, 
see below. See also JG XII.3, 201.3 (Astypalaea, 2nd or 1st cent. B.C.), Tir. Cal. 643.7: an archon of 
the ship that was engaged in naval operations (Calymna, 204-201 B.C.). Religious offices: Michel, 
Recueil, no. 547.32—33 (Telmessus, c.240 B.C.); cf. TAM II 548a (> LSAM 78a).7-9 (Tlos, c.100 
B.C.), IG IX.1, 32.34—41 (Stiris and Medeon, 2nd cent. B.C.); XIL.5, 595a.7—11 (Lulis, 2nd cent. B.C.). 

10. IGR IV 292.38-—39 (after 129 B.C.), dated by Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 302-304, no. 
347, to c.81 B.C.; OGI 309.6-7 (Teos, mid-2nd cent. B.C.); TAM II 548b.20-22 (c.10o B.C.). Cf. oi 
tepouvăpuoves dei oi ev ăpxât Ovres: e.g., /. Rhodischen Peraia 352a.17—18, 352b.12—13, 353a.15— 
16, 3543.17 (the deme of Amos, 3rd-2nd cent. B.C.). 

rr. E.g., 7.Erythrai 114.5-6 (3rd cent. B.C.). 

12. See, e.g., Arist. Pof/. 1275a.22-—24; cf. 1275a.24—27, 1317b.35—37. 

13. 1.Mylasa 218.12 (Hellenistic period), 301.3-6 (late 2nd cent. B.C.); 1. J/ion 31.16—17 (281 
B.C.), 52.23 (2nd cent. B.C.); I. Pergamon 1 246.3—40 (Elaea, honors to Attalos III), LSAM 81.17-18 
(Antioch by the Pyramus, c.160 B.C.); J.Stratonikeia 6.12-13 (Panamara, 197-166 B.C.), 8.10—11 
(Panamara, 2nd cent. B.C.?), 801.17 (environs of Stratonicea, Hellenistic period); 7. Pergamon 1 158.22 
(Hellenistic period). 
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the archontes and the council and the people, greetings,” as in Nysa, or “Io 
the archontes and the councilors, greetings,” as in Elaea.!* Archontes also started 
to be mentioned alongside the council when access to “the officials and the 
council” was given by Ilium as an honor to defenders of Jemokratia, by Mylasa 
as the right to plead his grievances to an individual, and by Magnesia as an 
honor to a benefactor from Abdera. When the people of Heraclea offered iso- 
polity to Miletus in the early second century, the Heraclean ambassadors are 
said to “have come to the officials, the council, and the assembly” of the city 
of Miletus. Archontes were now referred to separately as authors of proposals 
which were accepted and decreed by the councils and assemblies of Asian cit- 
ies.!” "The difference between archontes and sacral officials în Asian cities îs 
evident in inscriptions concerning religious matters. Such inscriptions men- 
tioned archontes and priests side by side, as they did during the festival of Zeus 
Sosipolis in Magnesia on the Maeander, the celebration marking the birthday 
of King L.ysimachos in Priene, festivities on the conclusion of a treaty with 
the Romans in Elaea, or in a set of religious regulations from Iasus.16 

“The difference between the wide and narrow meanings of the word arche is 
well demonstrated by two Pergamene inscriptions which refer to the generals 
(strategoi) of Pergamum. "The first speaks of their office as arche: “The generals 
who were appointed during the priesthood of so-and-so displayed themselves 
during all this time like the ones who had managed the arche in a befitting man- 
ner” and “since the generals appointed by Fumenes managed the arche well,” 
etc. "The other inscription sets them apart from the archontes of that city: “The 
priests and the priestesses and the generals and the archontes and the /ieronicai.” 
The specification of the generals in the last phrase has been explained by their 
special status as royal appointees.!” "They did not belong to the city administra- 
tion of Pergamum proper, but they were archontes because they had leadership 
and authority over all the inhabitants of the city, as we can see in the first in- 


14. Welles, RC, no. 43.1-2 (Nysa, early 2nd cent. B.C.); S$y//.3 683.20—30 (140 B.C.). 

15. Î.Ihon 25.114-—116 (early 3rd cent. B.C.); 7. My/asa 102.18—20 (late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.); 
1. Magnesia 11.18—19 (3rd cent. B.C.); 5y/[.5 633 (= Mile 1 3, 150).14 (c.185-184 B.c.?) with Peter 
Herrmann in Milet VI 1, pp. 185-186, and Miiller, Vo/ksbeschhiisse, 55 n.104, and more recently 
Herrmann, “Milet au Il siccle a.C.,” 112, 114, where this inscription is tentatively dated to 185— 
184 B.C. Proposals: /. Magnesia 101.7 (Larbenae, 2nd half of 2nd cent. B.c.); /.Mylasa 102.6-7 (late 
2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.), 126.2 (late 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.), 306.1—2 (1st cent. B.C.); . Adramytteion 
16.1.3—4 (106 B.C.); 7. Jasos 24.4, 27.3 (late 4th cent. B.C.). 

16. I.Magnesia 98.36-—38 (early 2nd cent. B.C.); I.Priene 14.21-22 (c.286 B.c.), Sy/l.% 694 (= 
LSAM 15 = Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 256-258, no. 299).40-42 (from Elaca? c.129 B.C.); I.Jasos 
219.68 (Hellenistic period), LSAM 81.11 (Antioch by the Pyramus, c.160 B.C.); Tit. Cam. 110.5— 
9 (Camirus, 225 or 180 B.C.). 

17. I.Pergamon L 18.3—4, 21-24 (c. mid-3rd cent. B.C.); 246.33—34 (Elaea, honors to Attalos 
III); see Frânkel's commentary ad /. Pergamon 1 246.33—34. For such generals, see Ivana Savalli- 
Lestrade, “Les Attalides et les cites grecques d'Asie Mineure au II€ siccle a.C.,” in Bresson and 
Descat, Cires 4'Asie Mineure, 86 n. 65. 
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scription. Finally, posts that lacked “leadership” and “authority” in the city, 
including those of ambassadors and teachers, were never counted among archai.18 

“The word arche was used irrespective not only of the field but also of the 
level ofadministration. "The mere use of this word or its cognates does not reveal 
the character of the office as such. "he meaning of arche was wider than that 
of “magistracy,” which usually designates executive offices. But the increas- 
ing understanding of military and sacral offices as archai and the incorpora- 
tion of sacral officials among the city archontes in the Hellenistic period gave 
importance to the narrow meaning of arche as an “executive office.” Neither 
of these processes ever went very far, though: military and religious offices were 
opposed to archai when the internal administration of Asian cities came under 
consideration, and the wide meaning of the word arche as “authority” and “lead- 
ership” survived throughout the Hellenistic period without being superseded 
by its narrow meaning. "he understanding of the word arche in the documents 
from Asian cities therefore depended on particular circumstances. 

Another word often used in Asia as a designation for city offices was 
leitourgia. Some have interpreted it as a technical word for ordinary obligations 
which were distinct from any arche.!? According to others, /e;tourgiai was a tech- 
nical word for burdensome yet socially prestigious offices that required con- 
siderable financial expenditures.2 However, some hold to the view that since 
performing archai in Greek cities required heavy expenses on the part of the 
holder in the late Hellenistic period, the “liturgization” of archas started to occur, 
and as a result, the difference between archai and leitourgiai gradually disap- 
peared.?! "The meaning of /eitourgia turns out to have been very broad. "The ear- 
liest evidence for this word, in texts of the Greek authors of the fifth to the fourth 
centuries, shows that it was used to designate “a service for the community.” 
Inscriptions from Asia of the fourth and the third centuries preserved the same 
meaning of this word. Modern studies, both etymological and those dealing 


18. E.g., IGR IV 471.5 (Pergamum, 1st cent. B.C.); Î.Stratonikeia 1101.14-—15 (imperial pe- 
riod); I.Mylasa 118.14 (Hellenistic period). 

19. Karl Buresch, Aus Lydien (Leipzig: B. G. 'Teubner, 1898), 19; Oertel, Liturgie, 2—4; 
Oehler, “Leiturgie,” 1673; Busolt, Sraatskunde, 2:977. 

20. John K. Davies, “Demosthenes on Liturgies: A Note,” 7HS 87 (1967): 33-40; Fritz 
Gschnitzer, Griechische Sozialgeschichte von der mykenischen bis zum Ausgang der klassischen Zeit 
(Wiesbaden: F. Steiner, 1981), 130; OCD5, 875 s.v. “Liturgy (Greek). See also Adolf Wilhelm, 
“Urkunden aus Messene,” 7OAI 17 (1914): 43-46; Poland, Geschichte, 260; Siegfried Lauffer, “Die 
Liturgien in den Krisenperiode Athens,” in He/fenistische Poleis: Krise- Wandlung- Wirkung, <d. 
Elisabeth C. Welskopf (Berlin: Akad.-Verl., 1974), 1:147; Sinclair, Democracy, 122 n.59; Matthew 
R. Christ, “Liturgy Avoidance and Antidosis in Classical Athens,” TAPA 120 (1990): 147-169. 

21. Oertel, Liturgie, 5-8, 282—290, 317, 325—329, 375. Cf. Ulrich Kahrstedt, Sraatsgebiet und 
Staatsangehărige in Athen (Stuttgart and Berlin: W. KRohlhammer, 1934), 1:147; Jones, Greek City, 
339-340; Gauthier, Cires grecques, 118-119; Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 270. 

22. Isocr. 7.25; Lys. 19.57—38; Dem. 20.18, 21; S$yIl5 344 (= Welles, RC, nos. 3/4).66-70 
(c.303 B.C.), 1018.15—18 (late 3rd cent. B.C.). 
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with Greek cities, have also concluded that the basic meaning of the word 
leitourgia was “service for the people performed at one's personal expense."25 
“The word /ertourgia and its cognates were therefore applied with respect to not 
only city offices but also priestly offices, as well as to those of doctors and am- 
bassadors, which were never counted among archai.2+ Because /eitourgiai did not 
necessarily refer to archa:, the use of the two words did not have to be either 
identical or mutually exclusive in city administration. 

Another side to the interrelationship of arche and /eitourgia was that the 
latter denoted not only “a service,” which could apply to at least some archai 
as well, but a service with self-sacrifice, which in Hellenistic Asia meant mak- 
ing financial expenditures. Its most remarkable example is the secretaryship 
in Priene that was performed as a /e;tourgia when the secretary personally de- 
frayed the expenses of his office.25 "The word arche meant the very fact of 
holding an office, while /eitourgia denoted the nature of this holding.% Since 
leitourgiai required expenditures, it is not surprising that Asian cities gave 
freedom from /ertourgiai, either as a sign of honor or as a temporary measure 
to ease the burden of new settlers, including such city offices as the secretary- 
ship in Priene and the choregia and trierarchia în 'Feos and Lebedus.” But the 
same meaning of /e;tourgia as a “service with self-sacrifice” in the form of fi- 
nancial expenditures was used in relation not only to archasi but also to embas- 
sies and medical posts.78 

Because the basic meaning of epimeleia was “care” in the most general 
sense, this word could also be used with respect to administrative levels other 


23. See s.v. Aa6s in Frisk, Wârterbuch, 2:83; Chantraine (Dictionnaire, 3:619), however, lim- 
ited /eitourgiai to those of the state only. Emile Benveniste, Le vocabulaire des institutions indo- 
europeennes (Paris: Editions de Minuit, 1969), 2:93. Todd (“Glossary-Index,” 230 s.v. “liturgy”) 
confined his examination of liturgies to “compulsory public service.” Jones and Rhodes (“Liturgy 
[Greek],” 875) limited their examination of liturgies to costly yet prestigious offices, such as the 
trierarchia and the agonothesia. See also Naphtali Lewis, “Leitourgia and Related Terms (11),” GRBS 
6 (1965): 228. 

24. Priestly offices: /. Magnesia 98.17—18 (early 2nd cent. B.C.); also 7G II? 1328.39—41 (Attica, 
183-182 B.C.), 1329.14—16 (175-174 B.C.);, I.Delos 6, 1838 (115-114 B.C.). In sources from Asia the 
noun /eitourgia was not applied to sacral activities during the Hellenistic period. Doctors: JG XIL.5, 
824 (= SyIl.5 620).11-r2 (Tenos, 188 B.c. or later), Pohl, “De Graecorum medicis publicis,” 45. 
Ambassadors: SEG 18, 570.68-69 (Araxa, c.180 B.C.) and 43, 41.4-5 (Rhamnus, 216-215 B.C.). 

25. I.Priene 4.16-—20 (c.333—326 B.C.); cf. 102.7 (c.1oo B.C.), LSCG 1562.67 (Cos, early 3rd 
cent. B.C.); IG IX.1, 32.34-—39 (Stiris and Medeon, 2nd cent. B.C.). 

26. So already Poland, Geschichte, 496; Oehler, “Leiturgie,” 1876; Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen 
von Priene,” 27, 78, 103-104, 110. See more recently Quass, FZonoratiorenschicht, 274. 

27. I.Priene 4.23—24, 36-38 (c.332—326 B.C.);Sy1l.3 344 (= Welles, RC, nos. 3/4).66-70 (Teos 
and Lebedus, c.303 B.C.). See /.Priene 4.34—38 (c.332—326 B.C.), Milet 1 3, 37d.66 (229-228 B.C.), 
149.35—36 (187-186 B.c.?); Gauthier, “ Pidascens,” 117 with reference to Michael Worrle and Robert 
M. Errington. 

28. SEG 18, 570.68-69 (Araxa, c.180 B.c.); IG XIL.5, 824 (= Sy/1.5 620).11-12 (Tenos, 188 
B.C. or later). 
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than thatofthe entire city. When epimeleiai were relevant to Asian cities, they 
did not have to be limited only to city administration. Some of them were tem- 
porary tasks that could be performed by any individual, who became in this 
way an epimeletes for a period of time, while other epime/ezai in Asian cities were 
carried out by non-archontes such as doctors.30 

Caty officials also performed epimeleia:, sometimes as a part of their offi- 
cial responsibilities. For example, sacral officials took care of religious proces- 
sions in Ilium and sacral building in Pergamum, while military officials in 
Magnesia on the Maeander and other Asian cities were required to ensure safe 
passage through the territory that belonged to the city. The paJonomos and 
the gymnasiarch in "Teos cared for the proper education of the youth of that 
city. The duty of the phrourarchoi in Priene and Lepsia was to protect the city's 
territory. The panegyriarchos took care of the festival (panegyr:s) in Mylasa, and 
the agoranomos maintained the monument of the tyrannicide in the market- 
place (agora) of Erythrae.5! 'The task (epimeleia) of inscribing and setting up 
stelae was usually reserved in Asian cities for particular officials, such as the 
neopotioi in Priene, the teichopoioi and the architecton in Miletus, or the secre- 
tary of the city council in Samos.* In a similar way, the agonothetai of festivals 
were responsible for proclamations that were to be made at these festivals.55 
Because epimeleiai designated responsibilities of city officials, it comes as no 
surprise that the word epime/eia could designate by extension the content of 
their archas: the arche of the paidonomos in Mylasa was to take care of its chil- 
dren, while in Priene the duty of the phrourarchos was to protect that city's 


29. See s.v. ueăw-ermpuedouat and errueinris in Frisk, Worterbuch, 2:204-205; Chantrainc, 
Dictionnaire, 3:684. Cf. OGI 352.29, 33: the epimeletes of the technitai (2nd cent. B.C.). 

30. I. Pergamon IL 252.46-49 (c. late Hellenistic period). Doctors: IG XII.6, 2.14 (Samos, 
c.108—197 B.C.); 1. Perge 1 12.710 (Hellenistic period); Peek, Inschrifien, 39, no. 87.13—16 (Astypalaea, 
3rd-2nd cent. B.C.). 

31. I.lion 52.25—26 (2nd cent. B.C.); I.Pergamon Il 231 (= SyIl5 1007 = LSAM 13).23—24 
(before 133 B.C.); /.Magnesia 15b.24-26 (c.221-220 B.C.), 97.91-93 (Leos, c. early 2nd cent. B.C.); 
see also 82.15—16 (unknown Attalid city, Hellenistic period), 83.15—17 (unknown Attalid city, after 
197 B.C.); Michel, Recuei], no. 498.27-30 (Teos, 3rd cent. B.C.); I.Priene 19.6-9 (late rd cent. B.C.); 
ASAA 25-26 (1963-1964 [1965]), 319-320, no. 18.4-9 (Lepsia, c.169 B.C.); I.My/asa 108.7-9 (2nd 
cent. B.C.); Î. Erythrai 503.19—22 (Clazomenae, early 3rd cent. B.C.);, .De/os 6, 2078.1—4 (€.116 B.C.). 

32. I.Priene 44.30-31 (2nd cent. B.C.), 53.72-73 (2nd cent. B.C.), 80.11-12 (2nd cent. B.C.), 
81.18-—20 (c.200 B.C.), Milet 1 3, 138 (=Migeotte, Emprunt public, 299, no. 96).31—33 (282 B.C.), 146a 
(> Staatsvertrăge III 539).46-48 (215-214 B.C.);, Milet | 7, 270.7-8 (late 3rd cent. B.c.), IG XIL.6, 
23.26-—28 (Samos, after 306 B.C.), 31.24-26 (306-301 B.C.), 55.1-2 and 65.19—21 (late 4th cent. B.C.), 
95.40—42 (c.280 B.C.), 113.5—7 (3rd cent. B.C.), 123.4—7 (early 3rd cent. B.C.). 

33. SEG 19, 569.18-—19 (Chios, mid-3rd cent. B.C.); . Magnesia 54.32—33 (Hellenistic period), 
102.3—4 (2nd half of 2nd cent. B.C.); I.Priene 8.30-—32 (c.328-327 B.C.), 19.55-56 (2nd half of 3rd 
cent. B.C.?), 20/21 and 22.18-19 (c.270-262 B.C.), IG XIL.6, 11 (= SEG 1, 366).56 (Samos, 243— 
242 B.C. or later), 156.16 (c.245-244 B.C.); I.Magnesia 53 (> I.Erythrae 507).30-32 (Clazomenae? 
206 B.C.), 97.84-86 (Teos, c. early 2nd cent. B.C.); 7. Priene 61.20-21 (Magnesia, before 200 B.C.); 
.Ephesos IN 1440.10-—11 (306-204 B.C.); 1. Erythrai 21.14—16 (€.334—332 B.C.); 1. Jasos 51.31-33 (2nd 
cent. B.C.); . Laodikeia am Lykos 1 3.3—5 and 4.19—21 (Hellenistic period), 5.22—24 (c.200—189 B.C.). 
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territorial possessions and of the si/opolo: to provide a proper food supply. The 
word epimeletes could refer to regular officials whose activity was directly rele- 
vant to particular administrative tasks in Asian cities.5* 

Some epimeleiai of city officials went beyond their usual round of duties. 
“The secretary of the city council in Samos could be helped by the prytanes, 
who usually had nothing to do with inscribing and setting up stelae in that city. 
In a similar way, agonothetai in various Asian cities could be assisted in mak- 
ing proclamations by other city officials, including the prytaners in Chios, the 
secretary and the prytaneis in Priene, and the Jemiourgos în Samos.55 The proc- 
lamations by these officials are not otherwise documented, which suggests that 
this activity was performed by them only occasionally. Epimelerai by city archontes 
could concern the general well-being of those honored by the city. Such 
epimeleiai were not only executive responsibilities in the strict sense of the word 
but also religious, military, and educational activities.% Officials with differ- 
ent kinds of responsibilities inside city administration often ended up taking 
care of one and the same matter.“ The word epimeleia în Asian cities thus did 
not have a technical meaning, which makes it inappropriate either to contrast 
arche and epimeleia as two incompatible words or to equate them.%8 

“The general sense of the word /yperesia as “service” explains why its use 
was not limited to city administration." FIyperesiai could be performed by pri- 
vate individuals, often in the form of help to visitors from other cities, as honor- 
ific decrees for such /yperetai by Lasus and Samos demonstrate. Even foreigners 
could be /yperetai, and various colleges that did not belong to city administra- 
tion had their own hyperetai throughout the Greek world. Similar to /eitourgia, 
which had a very general meaning of “service” but with a particular sense of 


34. I.Mylasa 909.2—3 (Hydae, Hellenistic period); /.Priene 19.6-9 (2nd half of 3rd cent. B.C.?), 
81.48 (c.200 B.C.). These regular officials: Mi/er 1 3, 140.31—32, 46-47 (c.200-220 B.C.); I.Jasos 
252.1 (2nd cent. B.C.). See OCD3, 546 s.v. “epimeletes.” 

35. IG XIL.6, 89.4-6 (Samos, early 3rd cent. B.C.). For this commission, see below. SEG 
12, 390.28-—30 (Chios, c.320 B.C.), Peek, Inschriflen, 39, no. 87.7—11 (Astypalaea, 3rd-2nd cent. 
B.C.); .Priene 44.22—24 (2nd cent. B.C.), 59.22-24 (Laodicea, c.200 B.C.) = Î. Laodikeia am Lykos 
I 5 (c.200-189 B.c.); IG XII.6, 56.29-—31 (Samos, soon after 306 B.C.). Demiourgoi in Samos: 
Chryssoula Veligianni-Terzi, “Damiurgen,” 113-116. 

36. Religious: CIG III 3068.B.5-7 (Teos, 2nd cent. B.C.);,.5y//.3 987.36-38 (Chios, c.335 B.C.). 
Military: I.Magnesia 15b.22-—26 (c.221-—220 B.C.);, .Priene 19.6-9 (2nd half of 3rd cent. B.C.2). Cf. 
1. Iasos 33.3—4, 34-3—4 (Hellenistic period). Educational: Michel, Recuei/, no. 498.27—30 (Teos, 3rd 
cent. B.C.); 7.Mylasa 909.2-—3 (Hydae, Hellenistic period). 

37. E.g., 1.Ilion 52.25—26 (2nd cent. B.C.). The epimeleia as taking care: J.Jasos 44.2—3 (late 
4th cent. B.C.?). 

38. For the second opinion, see, e.g., ]. Oehler, “Emueinrai,” in RE 6 (1909), 162. 

39. See s.v. umnpeTns and umnpeoia in Frisk, Wărterbuch, 2:969-970; Chantraine, Dictionnaire, 
41159; LS]. 

40. Î.Jasos 152.37—40 (mid-2nd cent. B.C.). Honorific decrees: 7. /asos 42.3—5, 54-4-8 (late 
qth cent. B.C.); IG XIL.6, 58.2-—8 (Samos, late 4th cent. B.C.). Colleges: OGJ 139.7-8 (Egypt, 127- 
117 B.C.), 352.35 (Athens, 2nd cent. B.C.). 
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“self-sacrifice” that in Asian cities usually took the form of financial expendi- 
tures, the word /yperesia also had a broad meaning with special significance 
when it came to city administration. This word designated certain financial 
responsibilities on the part of those officials who were in charge of the city's 
finances. Particularly indicative examples are provided by inscriptions contain- 
ing arrangements for inscribing and setting up new stelae, in which “taking 
care” (epimelein) and “servicing” (Ayperetein) are mentioned side by side, as 
demonstrated at 


Miletus: “let the reichopoioi take care and contract the setting up of the stele 
and the inscribing of the names; let the treasurer service this from the 
teichopoikon fund.” 

Samos: “let the secretary of the council take care of the inscribing; let the 
treasurer service the expenses for the stele and the inscribing.” 

Priene: “let the agonothetes take care of the proclamation; let the neopoios 
service the inscribing.”+! 


If epimeleia was “taking care of,” which implied general supervision and mak- 
ing necessary arrangements, /yperesia clearly meant financing the project by 
the official who was responsible for the city's finances. 

Another distinctive feature of /yperesiai concerned those city officials who 
were required to perform them. As we have seen, the epime/esa of inscribing 
and setting up stelae in Asian cities was usually reserved for particular city 
officials who were responsible for these tasks. But in some cases the epimelera 
of inscribing and setting up stelae could be entrusted to other city officials or 
those who were elected specifically for this purpose. In Samos, this epime/era 
happened to be occasionally performed by city prytaneis or by a college of five 
people especially elected with this aim (î.€., not by the secretary of the council, 
as usual).Y In Priene it could be performed by the neopoios—“let the neopoios- 
elect Charmos take care of inscribing the decisions and paying for the stele, 
and refer to the corresponding expenditures in the account to the city”—so 
that the neopozos was performing both his usual function as the /yperetes and, 
at the same time, an unusual one, as the epime/eres. A similar epimeleia in Pisidian 


41. Miletus: Miler 1 3, 135 (= Syll.3 273 = Staatsvertrăge III 407).28—32 (334-323 B.C.) and 
138 (= Migeotte, Emprunt public, 299, no. 96).31-33 (282 B.c.), LSAM 45.20-—22 (380-379 B.C.); 
SyIl.5 368.35—39 (289-288 B.c.), dated to 287-281 B.c. by Miller, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 41 n.53. Samos: 
IG XIL.6, 33.22-26 and 55.1-—3 (late qth cent. B.C.), 95.40-43 (c.280 B.C.); see also 22.23—28 (soon 
after 322 B.C.) and 11 (= SEG 1, 366).58-59 (243-242 B.C. or later). Priene: 7. Priene 4.55-56, 58-59 
(c.332—c.326 B.C.); 8.40-47 (c.328—327 B.C.); 18.35—36 and 20.5—9 (c.270—262 B.C.). See also Î. Erythrai 
503.24-—27 (Clazomenae, early 3rd cent. B.C.). 

42. "The prytaneis: IG XIL.6, 89.46 (early rd cent. B.C.); cf. 33.22—25: the prytaneis together 
with the secretary of the city council (late 4th cent. B.C.). The college of five people: JG XIL.6, 43.21— 
23, 45-4—5, 148.17 (soon after 322 B.C.). 
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Olbasa was entrusted to city generals.* "Those who performed the corre- 
sponding hyperesiai never displayed a similar diversity. It is true that these 
hyperesiai could be performed by different city officials, such as either the 
treasurers or overseers of the public bank (Po: epi tes demosias trapezes) in 
Miletus and the neoporoi or the oeconomoi or overseers of the city budget (/oi 
epi tes dioikeseos) in Priene." But all these hyperetai were always financial 
officials; that is, they were responsible for the city finances and, by exten- 
sion, for financing particular projects of the city. The fyperesia of the offi- 
cial was thus limited to the range of his responsibility, while epime/eia could 
go far beyond this limit. Because basic meanings of the two words were very 
broad and because concrete applications of these words in city administra- 
tion resulted in more than one form of interrelationship between them, it is 
impossible either to make a direct contrast between them or to regard them 
as substitutes for each other. 

“The most important words in administering Asian cities (such as arche, 
leitourgia, epimeleia, and hyperesia) were not strictly administrative concepts 
but words with broad fields of meaning that could be used in various walks of 
life. They designated not only city offices but also various functions that were 
not part of city administration. Because the form of interrelationship of these 
words depended on circumstances and consequently varied from document 
to document, the variety of words used should not mislead: often they desig- 
nated not separate functions but numerous nuances of just one. Because they 
did not have a technical meaning, the mere use of arche, /eitourgia, epimeleia, 
or hyperesia in Greek texts is not sufficient by itself to determine if we are 
dealing with a city office, or to categorize that office. It would be inappro- 
priate, for example, to limit the meaning of every instance of arche that we find 
in the sources to that of “magistracy."* With the use of different words, one 
and the same city office could be grouped differently, depending on the par- 
ticular aspect touched upon in any given source. As a result, their interrela- 
tionship could differ from case to case as well. 


43. I.Priene 44.30-—33 (2nd cent. B.C.); cf. 17.48-50 (c.278 B.C.), 20.5-8 and 21.24-—26 (c.270— 
262 B.C.), 32.1—4 (3rd cent. B.C.); SEG 44, 1108.16-—18 (Olbasa in Pisidia, 159 B.C.). 

44. "The treasurers: Milet 1 3, 135 (= Sy1[.3 273 > Staatsvertrăge IL 407).28—32 (334-323 B.C.), 
138 (= Migeotte, Emprunt public, 299, no. 96).31-33 (282 B.c.), LSAM 45.20-—22 (380-379 B.C.); 
SIL. 368.35—39 (289-288 B.C.), dated to 287-281 B.c. by Miiller, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 41 n.53. Cf. Milet 
1 3, 144 (> Staatsvertrăge II 538).5—7 (210s B.C.?), 146a (= Staatsvertrăge III 539).48—30 (215-214 
B.C.). The neopoioi: 1. Priene 4.58—59 (c.332—c.326 B.C.), 8.40-47 (c.328—327 B.C.), 18.35—36 and 20.5— 
9 (c.270-262 B.C.). Cf. I.Priene 4.43—45 (c.332—c.326 B.C.), 18.9-12 (c.270-262 B.C.), 87.5-6 (2nd 
cent. B.C.). 

45. For this “technical sense,” see, e.g., Hansen, “Seven Hundred Archai,” 152; Hansen, “A 
Magisterial Inventory of Athenian Officials,” CP 87 (1992): 51; Rouanet-Liesenfelt, “Le Crctarque 
Kydas,” 351. 

46. E.g., Ulrich Kahrstedt, Untersuchungen zur Magistratur in Athen: Studien zum dflentlichen 
Recht Athens (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1936), 3 (nn.7-8), 8 n.r. 
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Responsibilities 


Attempts at grouping city officials according to their responsibilities have usu- 
ally been made for Athens or Greek cities in general (including those of Asia). 
Some have approached Greek city officials according to their juridical com- 
petence, in particular their right to impose fines of various amounts.* Many 
officials in Greek cities are known to have had a certain degree of juridical 
competence, and therefore, city officials can be grouped according to the level 
of that competence (usually determined by the maximum fine that they could 
impose) or to the field in which their jurisdiction was valid. But the evidence 
for the amount of fines which Greek city officials could impose is very lim- 
ited, and as a result the division between officials again turns out to be based 
on the alleged fields of their responsibility. Many city officials, including sac- 
ral functionaries, city treasurers, city secretaries, and many others with either 
no juridical powers or very insignificant ones, have received no place in such 
considerations, which for obvious reasons do not distinguish legal officials as 
a separate group. 

More recent views on Athenian city administration similarly provoke many 
questions.* Did not “deliberative and legislative bodies” take part in the “ad- 
ministration of the City” and could not “administration of religion” be a “lit- 
urgy”? Why could not “overseas officials” be either “archons” or “military” 
or “financial” officials at the same time? And what is the difference between 
the secretaries to “the vast majority of public officials” and the secretary of 
the city council, who was put in a separate category? Such approaches to the 
administration of Greek cities leave it unclear to what administrative field the 
“highest officials” pertained, and why they could not be regarded as a synarchia.” 


47. Justus H. Lipsius, Das Attische Recht und Rechisverfahren (Leipzig: O. R. Reisland, 1905— 
1915), 53-56, 60, 77ff. See esp. 57-—120: (1) the nine archontes, (2) “The Eleven,” (3) “The Forty,” 
(4) “The Fisagogeis,” (5) “The Nautodikai,” (6) “police authorities,” (7) “financial authorities,” 
(8) “controlling authorities,” (9) “military offices,” (10) “extraordinary authorities.” A. R. W. 
Harrison, The Law of Athens (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), 2:7—36: (1) “The nine archons,” (2) 
““The Eleven,” (3) “The Forty,” (4) “The Eisagogeis,” (5) “The Nautodikai and the xenodikai,” 
(6) “street and market officials,” (7) “The Apodektai,” (8) “accounting officers,” (9) “military of- 
ficers,” (10) “extraordinary officers,” (11) “Demarchs.” 

48. Nicholas F. Jones, Public Organization in Ancient Greece: A Documentary Study (Phila- 
delphia: American Philosophical Society, 1987), 3—57, for Athens: (1) “deliberative and legislative 
bodies,” (2) “executive officers,” (3) “administration of justice,” (4) “accounting and financial ad- 
ministration,” (5) “administration of the City,” (6) “liturgies,” (7) “administration of religion,” (8) 
“the military organization.” Robert Develin, A/henian Ofjicials: 684-321 B.c. (Cambridge: Cam- 
bridge UP, 1989), 2-23: (1) “archons,” (2) “military,” (3) “finance,” (4) “epimeletai,” (5) “epistatai,” 
(6) “miscellaneous,” (7) “religion,” (8) “overseas,” (9) “local and sectional,” (10) “envoys,” (11) 
“secretaries,” (12) the city council. 

49. Busolt, Staarskunde, 2:1081-1150: (1) the archontes, (2) “religious officials,” (3) “juridi- 
cal officials,” (4) “police officials and inspectors,” (5) “military offices,” (6) “financial officials.” 
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One can doubt whether it is correct to put in the same group the agoranomoi and 
astynomoi, who were permanent city archontes, the sitonai, who could be tempo- 
rary officials, and the arciatroi, who never belonged to archontes. 

Asboeck used a similar approach when he produced his analysis of the city 
administration of Hellenistic Priene. He launched it by discussing such insti- 
tutions as phylai, the people's assembly, and the city's council, paying atten- 
tion to the epimeletai as functionaries of phylai and to the secretary of the council 
and the people as the important functionary at the people's assembly.5 These 
officials were distinguished by him, therefore, on the basis of their relation- 
ship to either social or administrative organs, such as phylai and the people's 
assembly. Because Asboeck dealt only with the Prienean material, it is not 
certain if these were the only functionaries that had to be distinguished, in his 
opinion, from the rest ofthe “officialdom” of Asian cities in general. After that, 
he proceeded to city offices (archa:) and opposed them as “genuine officialdom” 
to the city council on the grounds that only officials could be called archontes.5! 
But the councilors could also be archontes by virtue of the fact that the council 
was considered an arche, as we have seen above, and therefore this division 
between the council and city archai cannot be sustained for cities of Asia. 

Asboeck defined seven main groups of city officials as follows: (1) “sec- 
retaries,” (2) “controllers” (agoranomos, metronomos, sitophylax, architecton, 
neopotos, teichopoios), (3) “financial officials” (the overseer of the city budget 
[0 ermi Tfjs Siotkioews], the veconomos of the city, architecton, nomophylax, 
exetaston), (4) “ambassadors, /heoroi, and agonothetai,” (5) “juridical officials,” 
(6) “educational officials,” and (7) “military officials” (phrourarchos, general, 
hipparchos).% However, the agonothetai could hold a yearly office whereas 
ambassadors were always appointed ad hoc and ambassadorships never counted 
among archai. No explanation was provided as to why the nomophylax was put 
among “financial officials” and not among “secretaries” or “juridical officials.” 
The architect found a place in two groups. 'Lhis division also contradicts 
Asboeck's conclusion that the two most important city officials in Priene were 
the stephanephoros and the general.53 





Jochen Bleicken, Die athenische Demokratie (Padeborn: Schâningh, 1986), 154-158. Schonfelder, 
“Stădtischen und Bundesbeamten,” 123-153: (1) “the highest officials,” (2) “financial officials,” 
(3) “military officials,” (4) “secretaries,” (5) nomographoi and damosiophylakes, (6) synarchiai 
(archoutes), (7) “presidium of the council,” (8) agoranomos, (9) epimeletes. Jones, Greek City, 211— 
235: (1) “the maintenance of law and order” (the nycterinos strategos, nyctostrategos, nyctophylax, 
paraphylax, horophylax, eirenarches, diogmites, hypparch), (2) “municipal services” (the astynomos, 
agoranomos, sitones, archiatros), (3) “education” (the paideutes, gymnasiarch, paidonomos), (4) “re- 
ligion and games” (the priest, paidonomos, hierotamias, naopoios, agoranomos of temporary markets). 

50. Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 69-76. 

51. Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 77. 

52. Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 76—124. 

53. Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 77. 
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“The fact that all such classifications by modern scholars differ can prob- 
ably be explained by differences in city administration throughout the Greek 
world.** However, it is much more disturbing that even classifications based 
on the same principle (e.g., in accordance with administrative fields) and ap- 
plied to the same city (such as Athens) have produced significantly different 
results. On the one hand, because such divisions appear ultimately to reflect 
the personal views of their authors, it is doubtful whether an agreement can 
ever be reached on how administrative fields were defined in Greek cities in 
general and those in Asia in particular. On the other hand, since everybody 
agrees that administrative fields were made up by grouping city offices accord- 
ing to their responsibilities, we should, first, examine city offices themselves, 
such as sacral, legislative, military, and legal offices that are usually grouped 
into distinct administrative fields. 

'Titles of sacral officials customarily contained cognates of the word hreros, 
which indicated that the responsibility of these officials concerned sacral mat- 
ters, or the /iera.5 Inscriptions from Asian cities distinguish between sacral 
officials and city archoutes at the festival of Zeus Sosipolis in Magnesia on the 
Maeander (“Let the gerousia and the priests and the archontes, elected both by 
the raised hands and by lot, together participate in the procession”), at the 
celebration marking the birthday of King Lysimachos in Priene (“Let the 
priests and the synarchiai and all the citizens participate in the procession”), 
and at festivities on the conclusion of the treaty with the Romans in Elaca (“The 
stephanephoros and the priests and the priestesses and the archontes together 
with the citizens”).* "These documents concerned not religious activities as 
such but the affairs of the city as a whole. "The occasions mentioned above re- 
quired the presence of priests, as almost everything in Greek cities did, but 
they were not religious events. 

Sacral officials could also be included among the archontes of the city, as 
documented at the election of the priest in Pergamum (“Let a priest be estab- 
lished for him during the archairesia””), religious festivities in honor of the 
deceased members of the Attalid royal family in Teos (“Let the priest, the 
priestess, the prytanss, the hieropotoi, and other synarchiai take care of the sac- 
rifices”), and the election of the person who would control religious ceremo- 
nies in 'Tlos (“By the hierothytes and other archoutes,” where the priests are 


54. For other attempts at division of Greek city officials, see, e.g., Sherwin-Wohite, Ancient 
Cos, 210; Marie-Therese Couilloud-Le Dinahet, “Les magistrats grecs et Papprovisionnement des 
cites,” Cahiers d'histoire 33 (1988): 321-322. Cf. the absence of any such attempt in Kahrstedt, 
Untersuchungen zur Magistratur in Athen. 

53. See s.v. lepos in Frisk, Wârterbuch, 1:712-714; Chantraine, Dictionnaire, 2:457-438. 

56. 1.Magnesia 98.36—38 (early 2nd cent. B.C.), 7.Priene 14.21-22 (c.286 B.c.); SyIl.5 694 (= 
LSAM 15 = Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 256-258, no. 299).40-42 (from Elaea? c.120 B.C.). See 
also Sherk, Documents, no. 2.20 (SC de Thisbensibus, 170 B.C.). 
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referred to as archontes later in the text).5 Each of these cases concerned the 
religious life of the city. Therefore, sacral officials were distinguished from the 
archontes when the emphasis was on their official responsibilities, but when 
what mattered was their responsibility before the city, they were classified 
together with the city archontes. Such evidence appears only toward the end 
of the Hellenistic period when sacral administration was becoming a part of 
city administration in Asia. 

Although the activity of sacral officials in Asian cities did not go beyond 
administering the fiera, they could be grouped with various nonreligious city 
officials. The priest of all gods in Ilium took care of the religious procession 
together with the agonothetes and the eFlogistes of that city, while the priests 
in "Leos were helped in performing sacrifices by the city prytanis. Nonreli- 
gious officials could participate in religious activities, as, for example, in Teos, 
Magnesia, Priene, and Elaea, and for this reason could be classified with sacral 
officials.58 

Legislative officials also could be grouped in more than one way. În in- 
scriptions from Asian cities they were mostly the councilors or the pryraners 
(i.€., those of the councilors who had their turn of duty).% "Their legislative 
responsibilities displayed themselves, first of all, in numerous decrees passed 
by either the council or the council and the peoples assembly.% "There is no 
evidence for any other city officials legislating in Asian cities. As officials with 
a separate kind of responsibility, the councilors were distinguished from the 
city archontes: “To the archontes and the council and the people, greetings” 
(Nysa); “After they have come to the archontes and the council and the people”s 
assembly” (Miletus); and “Let him always have access to the archontes and the 


57. IGR IV 292.38—39 (Pergamum, after 129 B.C.), dated by Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 
302-304, no. 347, to c.81 B.C.; OGI 309.47 (Teos, mid-2nd cent. B.C.), TAM II 548b.20-—22 (Tlos, 
C.100 B.C.). A similar situation at the election of the priest: ZM 15 (1965), 96, no. 2b.3-5 (Miletus, 
105-158 B.C.). 

58. I.Ihon 52.235—26 (2nd cent. B.C.), OGI 309.47 (Leos, mid-2nd cent. B.C.). See /. Magnesia 
98.36-—38 (early 2nd cent. B.C.); /.Priene 14.21-22 (c.286 B.C.); Sy11.5 694 (> LSAM 15 = Canali De 
Rossi, Ambascerie, 256-258, no. 209).40-42 (from Elaea? c.129 B.C.). Cf. 7. Magnesia 80.18—19 
(Antioch-near-Pisidia? Hellenistic period) and SEG 47, 1218.14-17: gymnasiarch performed sac- 
rifices “in accordance with laws and decisions of the people” (Delos, 158-157 B.C.). 

59. "The word prytanis could also designate in some Asian cities a special city official in his 
own right; see /.Priene 2.4—5 (€.334 B.C.); ]. Magnesia 8.1—2 (3rd cent. B.C.). However, such prytaneis 
were replaced in Priene and Magnesia by the stephanephoroi very early in the Hellenistic period; 
see, e.g., I.Priene 3.2 (c.334 B.C.) with Hiller von Gaertringen in J.Priene (1906), 4, and Asboeck, 
“Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 91; 7. Magnesia 9.1-2 (3rd cent. B.C.). For this replacement, see, in 
general, Fritz Gschnitzer, “Prytanis,” in RE Suppl. 13 (1973), 734; Robert K. Sherk, “The Epony- 
mous Officials of Greek Cities, V: The Register,” ZPE 96 (1993), 279-280, no. 34: Chios (with his 
commentary on p. 282) and Priene; 283: Magnesia on the Maeander. 

60. I.Kyme 13.22 (after 133 B.C.), I.]hion 32.19-—20 (c.280 B.C.), I.Jasos 6.15 (182 B.C.), 23.5 
(2nd cent. B.C.); Sardis VIL.1, no. 4.1 (mid-2nd cent. B.C.). 


26 


LANGUAGE AND RESPONSIBILITIES 


current council” (Ilium).S! In such cases the council, as the deliberative body, 
was set apart from the city archontes, who were the executive officials. 

Other documents designate the councilors as archontes and the council as 
one of the archai of the city, for example: “Having become the councilor, he 
performed the arche in a worthy manner” (Mylasa) and “The council or other 
archai” (Ulium).62 In these cases, the council was regarded as just one of the 
constituents of the city administration since no particular emphasis was placed 
on the deliberative character of this office. "Fhe councilors thus could be dis- 
tinguished as a separate category or grouped together with city archontes. This 
differential treatment reveals that the grouping of the councilors depended on 
the perspective from which this office was viewed in the document. The coun- 
cilors and the prytaneis also engaged in different kinds of activities with other 
city officials. The prytaners in Ilum were to take part in sacrifices together with 
sacral officials, while the prytane:s in Colophon and Chios made proclamations, 
similar to those of the agonotheta: in these cities. Other prytane:s introduced pro- 
posals of various kinds.6% Some cities, such as Erythrae and Miletus, had an estab- 
lished tradition of close cooperation between the pryraneis and other officials, as 
the formulae for bringing forward legislative proposals in those cities demon- 
strate.S* În each such case, the officials were grouped accordingly. 

“The evidence for the grouping of military officials in Asian cities creates 
a different picture. "Fhe general was distinguished from city archontes. His post 
could be designated by the word arche or its cognates in inscriptions from Asian 
cities, but the use of these words does not prove by itself that the generalship 
was included among “other city archar”: arche and its cognates could merely 
denote the authority of the genera/'s office.6% "There is no direct reference to 
the generals as part of the city officialdom in the inscriptions from Hellenistic 
Asia Minor. Many inscriptions connect the activities of the generals with the 
protection of the interests of the city as a whole, but these were not specifi- 
cally military activities: for example, paying honors to a city judge in Erythrae 


61. Welles, RC, no. 43.1-2 (Nysa, early 2nd cent. B.c.); cf. $y//.3 683.29—30 (140 B.c.); Syll.3 
633 (= Milet 1 3, 150).14 (c.185-184 B.C.2); 1.Jlion 25.144—146 (early rd cent. B.C.). See similar ex- 
pressions in /.Magnesia 11.18—19 (3rd cent. B.C.), /.Myl/asa 102.18—20 (late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.). 

62. I.Mylasa 101.5 (Hellenistic period); 7.//ion 25.113 (early 3rd cent. B.C.). 

63. 1.Jlion 32.27-29 (c.280 B.C.), 51.27 (3rd cent. B.C.); . Lampsakos 33.20-23 (Colophon, 3rd 
cent. B.C.2); SEG 42, 1065.26-29 (Colophon, c.200-—150 B.C.); Gauthier, “Nouvelles inscriptions 
de Claros,” 4 (= SEG 49, 1502), 1l.44-46 (Colophon, first half of 3rd cent. B.C.); SEG 12, 390.28- 
30 (Chios, c.320 B.C.). Proposals: AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 242-252, no. 65.9 (Antioch by the Maeander, 
c.105 B.C.). 

64. I.Erythrai 21.3 (€.334—332 B.C.), 34.2 (late qth-early 3rd cent. B.C.), 35.2, 36.2 (mid-3rd 
cent. B.C.), 111 (= Î.Priene 50).3—4 (c.160 B.C.), 114.2—3 (3rd cent. B.C.), Milet | 3, 147.69—70 (211— 
210 B.C.), 150 (= Sy/.3 633).2—3 (c.185—184 B.C.?). 

65. I.K1os 2.2—3 (4th cent. B.C.); I.Jlion 25.72-73 (early 3rd cent. B.C.);, 7. Jasos 4.68—69, 73 
(195-193 B.C.); 7.Mylasa 110.6 (late 2nd cent. B.C.); L. Robert and ]. Robert, Claros, 1:64, 1l.7—8, 9— 
10, 18-20 (late 2nd cent. B.C.). 
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and to a syntrophos of Attalos II in Apollonia on the Macander; establishing 
the treaty between Miletus and Pidasa.% 'The generals also participated in sac- 
rifices together with sacral officials, made proclamations, set up stelae with 
honorific decrees, treated important guests together with other city officials, 
controlled the management of a religious fund, and performed various other 
activities which went beyond the limits of military duties.6 When the gener- 
als were engaged in activities other than military, they were often joined by 
various city officials. "The generals also submitted proposals of various kinds 
before the city council and the people's assembly.6 They often did this together 
with other city officials, such as the prytane:s and exetastai in Frythrae, as the 
established formula “the motion by the generals, prytane:s, and exetastar” dem- 
onstrates. A similar formula is encountered in T'eos: “the motion by the /imouchoi 
and the generals.” In some instances, though, these generals could be royal ap- 
pointees, as seems to have been the case in a number of Asian cities.6 
Evidence for the participation of city-appointed generals in the affairs 
of Asian cities emerges only by the end of the Hellenistic period, mostly in 
the second century. It is tempting to suggest that this trend led to the ap- 
pearance in some Asian cities of the special hoplite general whose duty was 
precisely military leadership during armed conflicts.70 "The generals ap- 
pointed by the king became increasingly involved in the affairs of Asian cities. 


66. I.Erythrai 114.29—32 (3rd cent. B.C.). SEG 49, 1540 (Apollonia, 170-159 B.C.);, Milet 1 3, 
149.37—39 (187-186 B.C.?). 

67. Sacrifices: I.J/ion 32.29—30 (c.28o B.C.). Proclamations: 7. Lampsakos 34.27—28 (2nd cent. 
B.C.). Setting up stelae: SEG 44, 1108.16-18 (Olbasa in Pisidia, 159 B.C.). Treatment of guests: 
1. Magnesia 53 (> Î. Erythrae 507).68—70 (Clazomenae? 206 B.c.); 7. Pergamon 1 160b.57—538 (175 B.C.); 
cf. Î. Tralleis | 20.62 (c.212—211 B.C.). Management of a religious fund: 7. Lampsakos 9.15-16 (2nd 
cent. B.C.). Administering sporting competition: Parker and Obbink, “Sales of Priesthoods on Cos: 
II,” 246, no. 6.69-72. See also 7..Smyrna 578.28-29 (late 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.). 

68. I.Kyme 13.21-—23 (after 133 B.C.); ]. Magnesia 65.2 (honorific decree by Gortyn for judges 
from Magnesia, c.190 B.C.), 97.30 (honorific decree for a judge from Teos, c. early 2nd cent. B.C.). 
See also 7. Ka/chedon 1.73—75 (honorific decree for a foreigner, c.172 B.C.);, IG XIL.6, 9.10 (relations 
of Samos with Antioch by the Macander, soon after 167 B.C.). 

69. I.Erythrai 21.3 (€.334—332 B.C.), 34.2 (late qth-early 3rd cent. B.C.), 35.2, 36.2 (mid-3rd 
cent. B.C.), 111 (= Z.Priene 50).3—4 (c.160 B.C.), 114.2—3 (3rd cent. B.C.); Anadolou 9 (1965) 34, L.1 
(Teos, c.204-203 B.C.); SEG 44, 949.50 (Teos, c.250-—200 B.C.); see also J.Magnesia 97.30 (c. early 
2nd cent. B.C.). "The cooperation between the fimouchoi and generals allows us to ascribe a recently 
published inscription to 'Teos; see Rigsby and Hallof, “Aus der Arbeit der “Inscriptiones Graecae 
X,” 333, no. 1.5—7 (c. second half of zrd cent. B.C.), which the editors attributed to “Ionian city.” For 
a summary of opinions on this question, see Rigsby and Hallof, “Aus der Arbeit der “Inscriptiones 
Graecae” X,” 334: 'Teos (R. Herzog), Priene (G. Klaffenbach), Abdera (J. Bousquet). The fact that 
the generals were entitled to convene popular assemblies (1.7) implies that they also had the right 
to bring forward motions before the people. Royal generals: /. Pergamon 1 5.1 (late 3rd cent. B.C.?), 
167.5 (c.183 B.C.?);, Sardis VIL.r, no. 4-2 (mid-2nd cent. B.C.);, 1. Magnesia 87.2 (unknown Attalid 
city, after 157 B.C.). 

70. E.g., L. Robert and ]. Robert, C/aros, 1:64, col. I1.7-8 (late 2nd cent. B.C.), with their 
commentary on p. 92. 
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Although they were governors in these cities already under the Diadochi, 
they performed civil duties then only occasionally.”! The royal generals 
started to participate in city affairs on a regular basis—for example, by mak- 
ing proposals to city authorities—later in the Hellenistic period, that 1s at 
the same time as the city generals.7? 

Legal officials too could be classified in more than one way. he evidence 
for judges as a separate category of city officials is rare in Asia, and the words 
that were applied to them could have had more than one meaning. Inscrip- 
tions from Asia provide information only about those judges, usually desig- 
nated as the /ikastai or Fritai, who were sent at the request of other cities with 
the purpose of resolving territorial disputes between Greek cities in Asia and 
elsewhere. Some legal disputes were solved in the city court (4rasterion), while 
others were put to the judgment of officials responsible for those activities to 
which these disputes pertained.”* The generals resolved disputes between city 
dwellers and strangers since it was their responsibility to protect the interests 
of the city against strangers, though in some Asian cities these duties could be 
assigned to other city officials.7* The agoranomoi in 'Tralles settled legal dis- 
putes that were relevant to transactions in the city market and could exact small 
fines. Cases of enslaved free people were treated in Miletus by the “overscers 
of commerce” (epimeletai of the emporium).75 Since such officials in Asian cit- 
ies carried out legal duties as part of their responsibilities, they too could be 
classified as legal officials. And the judges were either categorized separately 
or grouped together with city archontes.7 

It thus appears that city offices in Hellenistic Asia were not grouped into 
any a priori defined fields of city administration. One city official could have 
different kinds of responsibilities and was classified in more than one category, 
while officials with different ranges of responsibility could participate in the 


7I. OGI g (= I.Erythrai 505).2 (Clazomenae, 302 B.C.); I.Ephesos VI 2001.12 (c.294 B.C.); 
I.Priene 15.11—12 (c.285 B.C.). Cf. Welles, RC, no. 23 (= /. Pergamon 1 18).4—14: the generals ad- 
ministered the finances of the city and other matters (c. mid-3rd cent. B.C.). 

72. E.g., Robert, Hellenica, 9:10-11; Gauthier, Nouwve//es inscriptions de Sardes II, 119. Cf. 
I. Pergamon | 5.1 (late 3rd cent. B.C.?), 167.5 (c.183 B.C.?); Sardis VIL.1, no. 4.2 (mid-2nd cent. B.C.); 
I.Magnesia 87.2 (unknown Attalid city, after 157 B.C.), Î.Priene 83.12-—13, 202.22 (2nd cent. B.C.); 
Malay, Researches, 151, no. 179 (> SEG 49, 1552).1-2 (Lydia, Hellenistic period). See Magie, 
Roman Rule, 60; Worrle, “Pergamon um 133 v. Chr.,” 546-547. 

73. Î.Erythrai 114.5—8 (3rd cent. B.C.), which can, however, be ascribed to Athenian influ- 
ence. The word dikastes: Robert, Documents de ['Asie Mineure meridionale, 56-57. Local courts: 
I.Erythrai 2.22—25 (sth cent. B.C.);, Milet | 3, 147.31—32 (211-210 B.C.); . Magnesia 99.15—16 (early 
2nd cent. B.C.). 

74. Milet 1 3, 149.37—39 (187-186 B.C.?); 1. Priene 28.68 (treaty with Miletus, 3rd cent. B.C.). 
See /.Priene 10.25—32 (treaty with Maronea, 4th cent. B.C.). 

75. Î.Tralleis | 32.8—10 (Hellenistic period); Milet I 3, 140.40-50, 57-65 (c.200-220 B.C.). 

76. I.Eryihrai 114.58 (3rd cent. B.C.);, Milet 1 3, 150 (= Sy/l.5 633).36-—39 (c.185—184 B.C.?). 
Cf. IG IX.1, 32.28—34 (Stiris and Medeon, 2nd cent. B.C.). Fines: /.Erythrai 101 (2nd cent. B.C.) 
and below. 
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same kind of activity.” "The Greeks conceptualized city administration not as 
a sum of administrative fields but as individual offices which they grouped as 
the situation required. 

Officials in Greek cities operated on different administrative levels. Any 
Greek city in Asia consisted of social units (such as phy/a:, syngeneiai, and the 
like), a number of administrative colleges, various social organizations such as 
those of the youth (the neo;, the ephebes) and the elderly (the gerousia), and 
some others.'5 Administrative colleges, such as councilors or generals, have 
been discussed above. Phyla: and syngeneiai had their own sacrifices, as did 
the phylai of the Konodorkondeis and the Otorkondeis and the syngeneza of 
the Aganiteis in Mylasa. "They also had their own festivals, as in Magnesia.”? 
Phylai in turn presided over city affairs in Magnesia and elected their repre- 
sentatives to different city offices in Mylasa, while Miletus registered new citi- 
zens in the phylai chosen by the entire people's assembly.% P/y/ai could bestow 
honors just as entire cities did and they had their own revenues as well.s! 

“The neoi and ephebes were mentioned separately from other residents of 
the city and from the synarc/uai. "The neo: paid their own honors to people of 
merit in Priene and had their own gymnasia in Mylasa, while the ephebes in 
Miletus were required to give an oath of loyalty to King Ptolemy II and his 
descendants separately from the rest of that city.82 "The neo; in Cyzicus received 
a separate donation from Philetaeros of Pergamum, and a letter of Eumenes II 
makes a separate reference to the neoi of Tyraion în Phrygia.5 "The Magne- 
sian gerousia, which participated in activities together with the priests and 


77. Î.Magnesia 53 (= I.Erythrae 507).68—70 (Clazomenae? 206 B.C.); 1.]/ion 52.25-26 (2nd 
cent. B.C.), 7. Tralleis | 23.12—14 (182-159 B.C.). 
78. KarlF.F. Lamprecht, “De rebus Erythracorum publicis” (diss., Berlin, 1871), 51; Scheffler, 


43; Transier, “SAMIAKA,” 96-00. However, the chronological limits of such examinations are not 
ahways clear. 

79. I.Mylasa 119.10-12, 13-18 (2nd cent. B.C.), 113.10, 117.45 (Hellenistic period), 121.4 
5 (2nd cent. B.C.). For a thorough discussion of the administration of the sanctuary of this syngeneia: 
Robert, “Deesse,” 25-31; see also Dolores Hegyi, “The Cult of Sinuri in Caria,” Acta antiqua 
Academiae scientiarum Hungaricae 38 (1998): 157-163. See I.Magnesia 11.29—30 (3rd cent. B.C.). 
Administration of a genos at Athens: Johannes 'Toepffler, Artische Genealogie (Berlin: Weidmann, 
1889), 22-23. 

80. Î.Magnesia 2.4—5 (early 3rd cent. B.C.), 14.2 (late 3rd cent. B.C.), 15a.2 (c.221—220 B.C.); 
I.Mylasa 105.9—11 (2nd cent. B.C.), 106.2-6 (late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.), 108.4 (2nd cent. B.C.); 
Milet | 3, 37d.63—64 (229-228 B.C.), 146a (= Staatsvertrăge INI 539).36—38 (215-214 B.C.). 

Sr. 1.Mylasa 301.7-9 (late 2nd cent. B.c.). Revenues: 7.My/asa 108.16—17 (2nd cent. B.C.), 
156.16 (Hellenistic period). 

82. 1.Priene 35.3—4 (before 200 B.c.); I.Mylasa 105.9—11 (2nd cent. B.C.), Milet I 3, 139.44— 
45, 47 (c.262-260 B.C.). Separate references to such associations: /.Priene 99.20—21 (€.100 B.C.); 
1.Mylasa 118.14 (Hellenistic period). 

83. OGI 748.15-17 (Cyzicus, 280-275 B.C.), SEG 47, 1745 (> 1.Sultan Dagi IL 393).33—34 
(187-159 B.C.). 
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archontes of Magnesia, occupied a separate position in that city and paid its 
own honors to those whom its members considered worthy.5* 

“These organizations, therefore, represented administrative levels other than 
that of the entire city: they were set apart from the rest of the city population, 
they cooperated with the city in different ways, and they also had their own 
administration. Phylai in Mylasa were governed by the archontes, and those in 
Ilium, Flaea, and Cyzicus by the phy/archoi.5 Mylasian phylai had their own 
treasurers; those in Samos were helped by the eprmeletai and those in Priene by 
the /ieropoioi.5 "The deme of Panamara was headed by the demarchos, whereas 
demes in Cos managed their finances through their own treasurers.S Various 
administrative colleges in the cities of Hellenistic Asia Minor also had their own 
staffs, primarily secretaries. "The secretaryships of colleges existed in Erythrac, 
irrespective of whether or not the regulations on how to hold these secretary- 
ships were imposed there by Athens. Special secretaries also served the colleges 
of the generals in Priene and Iasus, of the nomophylakes and timouchoi in Priene, 
and of the treasurers in Miletus.5 City councils in asus, Priene, and many other 
Asian cities had their own secretaries too.% "The council of Stratonicea had its 
own priest, and the court of the deme of Panamara managed its finances with 
the help of its own treasurer.Y 

By the end of the Hellenistic period, evidence emerges for officials inside 
various social organizations in Asian cities. "The ephebes in Stratonicea on the 
Caicus were cared for by their own secretary, while the neo: in Mylasa were 


84. I.Magnesia 98.36-—38 (early 2nd cent. B.C.), 102.9-11, 17-19 (2nd half of 2nd cent. B.C.). 

85. I.Mylasa 117.7 (Hellenistic period), 301.36 (late 2nd cent. B.C.), 218.12 (Hellenistic 
period); 7. //ion 31.16-—17 (281 B.C.), 52.23 (2nd cent. B.C.); /. Pergamon 1 246.3—40 (Elaea, honors to 
Attalos III), Frederick W. Hasluck, Cyzicus (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1910), 251 (3rd cent. B.C.); 
LSAM 81.17-18 (Antioch by the Pyramus, c.160 B.c.); IG XII.5, 863.1, 23-24, 864.1, 25-27 (Tenos, 
2nd cent. B.C.). 

86. 1.Mylasa 111.2 (late 2nd cent B.C.), 218.2 (Hellenistic period), 301.18—19 (late 2nd cent. 
B.C.), IG XIL.6, 255.9 (Samos, c.330—329 B.C.?); I.Priene 14.23—25 (c.286 B.C.). The syngeneiai: 
1.Mylasa 121.8-9 (2nd cent. B.C.), 302.3 (the syngeneia of the Maunnitai, c.1st cent. B.C.). 

87. I.Stratonikeia 6.12-—13 (Panamara, 197-166 B.C.), 8.10-11 (Panamara, 2nd cent. B.C.2);, PH, 
pp. Xxxv-—xxxvi and no. 384.15—16 (Cos, Hellenistic period). Cf. the officials of Athenian demes: 
Robin Osborne, “The Demos and Its Divisions in Classical Athens,” in 7he Greek City from Homer 
to Alexander, ed. Oswyn Murray and Simon Price (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), 269-270. 

88. I.Erythrai 1.1-5 (gth-early 4th cent. B.C.), 7. Priene 4.1617, 18-19 (c.332—c.326 B.C.); 
1. lasos 264.7-8 (early 2nd cent. B.C.);, Milet I 3, 147.40—41 (211-210 B.C.). If the agoranomoi could 
have had their own archives, as has been argued for Ephesus by Raymond Descat (“L'ctat et les 
marches dans le monde grec,” in Mercati permanenti e mercati periodici nel mondo romano: Atti degli 
Incontri capresi di storia dell” economia antica | Capri, 13-15 ottobre 1997], ed. Elio Lo Cascio [Bari: 
Edipuglia, 2000], 19), then these officials might have had their own secretaries as well. 

89. I.Jasos 264.6 (early 2nd cent. B.C.); J.Priene 10.17 (4th cent. B.C.); Milet ] 3, 33€.3—4 (for 
datings to late 23os-early 220s B.C., see Milet VI 1, p. 161), 145.41 (206-205 B.C.), 153 (= Î. Byzantion 
2).38-3 (Byzantium, 2nd cent. B.C.); I.Stratonikeia 14.1 (Panamara, late 2nd cent. B.C.); /.Mylasa 
102.2 (late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.); /. Magnesia 100.28 (2nd half of 2nd cent. B.C.). 

90. I.Stratonikeia 227.2—4, 251.3 (Panamara, Hellenistic period). 
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helped by a special gymnasiarch.”! "The neo; and ephebes in Sestus also had 
their own gymnasiarch as well as an ephebarchos. "The neoi in Sardis had their 
own gymnasiarch as well.% "The gerousiai in Chios, 'Tralles, and Magnesia on 
the Macander were headed by archontes, while those in 'Tabae and Miletus 
employed their own gymnasiarchs.% Finally, a number of officials in Asian 
cities were appointed only for specific occasions. În one such case, different 
annually appointed officials were also required to take care of the religious 
procession în Ilium.9 

Many officials in Asian cities who had the same types of responsibilities 
and often similar titles operated on different administrative levels inside one 
and the same city. In Mylasa, both the entire city and phy/ai had their own 
archontes and treasurers, while the archoutes of Magnesia on the Macander 
coexisted with the archontes of the gerousia în that city.% It would be insuffi- 
cient to define a city office in Asia only by looking at its responsibilities, which 
could differ from city to city even though the name of the office was the same; 
it 1s also necessary to connect the office to its administrative level inside the 
city. "The offices relevant to lower administrative levels in Asian cities were 
distinguished from city arca in inscriptions from Erythrae (““hose who have 
already been the secretaries after Chalkides, let none of them be a secretary 
again to any arche”) and Mylasa (““Having been chosen the ek/ogistes by the 
phyle, he performed the arche as befitting and worthy of the phyle that estab- 
lished him”). Both texts deal with the affairs of the cities as a whole and there- 
fore refer to city archai as distinct from the college secretaries in Erythrae or 
officials în the phylai of Mylasa.% However, the word arche and its cognates 
were also applied to officials on administrative levels lower than that of the 
entire city, as we can see in one Mylasian inscription: “The phyle of the 
Yarbesytoi decreed. "The motion by the present 'Theomnestes, son of Leon, 
adopted by Diokles, son of Polykletes, the priest of Zeus Strateios and of Hera, 
Agnites, the archon.” An inscription from Chios refers to the elders honoring 
“Megakles, son of Theogeiton, from the line of Damonikos, who was their 


9r. Michel, Recueil, no. 643.5-6 (Stratonicea on the Caicus, 2nd cent. B.C.); see Robert, OMS, 
3:1583-—1586; Î.Mylasa 105.9—11 (2nd cent. B.C.). 

92. Î.Sestos 1.31, 41-42 (€.132—120 B.C.); Sardis VIL.1, no. 21.3—4 (€.150 B.C.). The gymnasiarch 
of the nevoi: Forbes, NEOI, 21-33. 

93. CIG Il 2221.4 (Chios, Hellenistic period); 7. Tra//eis | 147a.2 (Hellenistic period); I. Magnesia 
102 (2nd half of 2nd cent. B.c.) with Wilhelm's restoration in Robert, OMS, 1:71—72; MAMA VI 
104b.7-8 = L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:108-109, no. 10b.9-10 (Tabae, 2nd cent. B.C.); Milet | 
9, 3608.8-—11 (after 108 B.C.?). 

94. Î.Ilion 52.25—26 (2nd cent. B.C.). 

95. I.Mylasa 102.3—7 (late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.), 806.18 (late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.), 
814.16 (Hellenistic period); /.Magnesia 92b.15 (early 2nd cent. B.C.). 

96. I.Erythrai 1.15 (sth—early 4th cent. B.C.); 1. Mylasa 106.4-6 (late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.), 
108.45 (2nd cent. B.C.). See also 7. Magnesia 98.36-38 (early 2nd cent. B.C.). The officials of the 
gerousia were likely to be distinguished from the archontes of the entire city. 
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archon.” Another one, from 'Tralles, praises “Alexander, son of Nikios, him- 
self the archon of the gerousia, who built at his own expense eight measures of 
the southern covering of the stoa.”” 

“The archontes of phylai were mentioned in the documents of phylai, and 
the archontes of the gerousiai were referred to in the documents by these gerousiai 
or in inscriptions set up on their own behalf, as was the case with Alexander, 
son of Nikios, from 'Tralles. "The officials whose activity was relevant to lower 
administrative levels were called arc/hontes provided the matter concerned levels 
other than that of the entire city, as it did in the decrees from Pergamum and 
Ilium when some responsibilities in the festivities by these cities were entrusted 
to the phylarchoi. 'Fhe word phylarchos, however, was probably applied in such 
cases merely to designate a specific office rather than to stress the arche of these 
officials.98 

“The word arche and its cognates could be used to distinguish city offices 
from those in colleges and social organizations. But in some situations, these 
words were applied to all the offices in the city, that is, irrespective of the ad- 
ministrative level to which these offices pertained. No special word was coined 
that would help to distinguish between different groups of offices. One per- 
son could operate on two levels at once: the same person was the secretary si- 
multaneously to the city and to a college, whereas yearly officials were made 
epimeletai of a temporary event at Ilium.* Although the Greeks certainly made 
a distinction between offices of the entire city and those in colleges and social 
organizations, there was no rigid division between them. "The latter offices could 
be placed in more than one category, and the choice of category depended on 
the perspective adopted in the document rather than on the kind of office. 

“The evidence for the day-to-day business of officials in colleges and social 
organizations inside Asian cities becomes massive only in the third and especially 
in the second century, reflecting the development of Asian city administration 
as the activity of lower officials inside their organizations increased and as these 
organizations (including the neoi, the ephebes, and the gerousia) became much 
more active in city affairs. Their increased involvement accelerated the internal 
administrative development of such organizations, which is demonstrated, among 
other things, by the spread of their “epigraphic habit.” “The evolution of city 
government in Hellenistic Asia Minor was thus largely based on the adminis- 
trative development of the organizational constituents of Greek cities. 


97. Î.Mylasa 301.3—6 (late 2nd cent. B.C.); see also 117.7 and 218.12 (Hellenistic period); CIG 
II 2221.1-3 (Chios, Hellenistic period); 7. Magnesia 102 (2nd half of 2nd cent. B.c.) with Wilhelm”s 
restoration (see Robert, OMS, 1:71-72); 1. Tralleis | 147a.1-5 (Hellenistic period). 

98. I. Pergamon 1 246.39—40 (Elaea, honors to Attalos III); 7. //jon 31.16—18 (honors to Seleucos 
I Nicator, 281 B.C.). This general meaning of the word phy/archos: LSAM 81.17-18 (Antioch by 
the Pyramus, c.160 B.C.). 

99. I.Priene 4.67, 16-17 (c.333—c.326 B.C.); 1. Ilion 52.25-—26 (2nd cent. B.C.). 
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Financial Status 


We do not have any direct information about whether or not city officials in 
Asia were paid.! One inscription tells us that the agoranomos Aristarchos, son 
of Demetrios, from Erythrae, used the proceeds from his office to embellish 
his city by having a marble altar built. However, this inscription refers to an 
ex-official. Such proceeds are likely to have come from fines and dues which 
the agoranomos and probably other city officials had the right to impose.? A 
letter of Eumenes II to Tyraion in Phrygia shows that the proceeds from the 
office of the agoranomos in a subject city went to the royal treasury.* Inscrip- 
tions from Asian cities reveal that gymnasiarchs could impose small fines in 
Ceos, 4s/ynomoi in Pergamum, neopoioi in Samos, agoranomoi in Selymbria, and 


1. Geoffrey E. M. de Ste. Croix, “Political Pay outside Athens,” CO 25 (1975): 48-52: the 
judges in Rhodes and the members of the people's assembly in Rhodes and asus; van Gelder, 
Geschichte der alten Rhodier, 244 and de Ste. Croix, “Political Pay,” 50-52: the councilors in 
Rhodes. 

2. I.Eryihrai 101 (2nd cent. B.C.). Cf. [.Erythrai 15.9—14: [Tov € ]nerewv mpofărwv Tlous 
eprorro]Aas &pra ui mohetv. lv 5€ rroăât,] €nuovo8w und rod âlyopavb]luov Nuepns exdoTns 
[Spaxpnais] 5vo (found on Chios but probably from Erythrae, 2nd third of 4th cent. B.c.). This 
inscription could reflect Athenian influence on Erythrae, however. See the same practice later in 
1. Ephesos VIL.1, 3080.17—20 (statue of the sophist Ti. Flavius Damianus, A.D. 166). The legal rights 
of the city agoranomoi: Î. Tralleis | 32.8—10 (Hellenistic period). 

3. Lloyd Jonnes and Marianna Ricl, “A New Royal Inscription from Phrygia Paroreios,” EA 
29 (1997): 3 (= SEG 47, 1745 > 1.Sultan Dagi 1 393), ll.42—43 (187-159 B.C.) with Ricl's commentary 
on pp. 23-24. The right of the Attalids to impose and collect fines: AM 24 (1899), 192, no. 61.5—10, 
13—16 (Pergamum, c.133 B.C.). 
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other officials elsewhere.* At least some offices in Hellenistic Athens could 
bring in revenues as well.” 

Religious officials too received payment, not from the city, but for their ac- 
tivities, usually as a part of sacrificial offerings, though sometimes in money.€ 
Direct payment has been documented only in relation to non-officials, such 
as teachers, ambassadors, architects, and soldiers.” Inscriptions referring 
to cases when secretaries to administrative colleges, doctors, ambassadors, 
and other non-officials expressly declined payment that was due to them 
provide indirect evidence to the same effect.5 Asian cities covered the ex- 
penses of city officials throughout the Hellenistic period. They financed the 
“everyday activity” of officials such as the neoporos in Priene (“Let the 
neopoios Laomedon make a contract so that the stele be set up and the deci- 
sions voted for by the people be inscribed on it; let the neopo;os service the 
expenses and introduce them to the city in his report”), the secretary in 
Larbenae (““The archontes will provide the expenditure necessary for this from 
the funds which the people allocate”), and other officials in Miletus, Samos, 


4. Syll5 958.25-26 (Ceos, early rd cent. B.C.), Klaffenbach, Astynomeninschri/i, 5, 1l.56-39 
(Pergamum). See also p. 5, 1l.54-56, 77-82; p. 6, 1l.184-187, 209-212; p. 7, ll.156-159, 223-225; 
IG XIL.6, 169.31-33 (Samos, c.245—244 B.C.);, 1. Byzantion S 3 (Selymbria, Hellenistic period); 
1. Erythrai 15.9—14 (Erythrae or Chios, 2nd third of 4th cent. B.C.); 7. Priene 195.23-25 (regulation 
concerning religious cult, c.200 B.C.). Cf. 7.//ion ş: the agonothetes imposed fines during the small 
Panathenaiai (late 3rd cent. B.C.); 52.27—32: two men who were elected in addition to the three 
managers of a newly founded festival were in charge of the “good order” and had the right to im- 
pose fines (2nd cent. B.C.). 

5. E.g., Dem. 24.112. Cf. Sy/[.3 3131416, 23—25 (320-319 B.C.). See Peter ]. Rhodes, A 
Commentary on the Aristotelian Athenaion Politeia (Oxford: Clarendon Press; New York: Oxford 
UP, 1981), 576: the agoranomoi in Athens probably had the right to impose fines. Cf. Plato Lg. 6, 
p. 704b, and 12, p. 953b, whose theories probably reflected the realities of Athens. 

6. 1.Erythrai 206 (> LSAM 23).10-12 (late 4th cent. B.C.); LSCG 45.8-10 (Miletus, 380-— 
379 B.C.), 46 = Sy/l.3 1037 (Miletus, c.30o B.C.); 7. Pergamon LL 251 (= „Sy1[.3 1007).12—15 (before 
133 B.C.);.5y/l.3 1015.9—14 (Halicarnassus, 3rd cent. B.C.); [.Priene 195.23—29 (c.200 B.C.); [.Magnesia 
99.10—12 (early 2nd cent. B.C.);, ZPE 34 (1979): 211, no. 1.6-12 (Theangela, rd cent. B.C.). 

7. "Teachers: „5/15 578.21-23 (Teos, 2nd cent. B.C.), 577 (= Milet 1 3, 145).50-53 (Miletus, 
206-205 B.C.). Ambassadors: I.Magnesia 57.30-33 (Cos? Hellenistic period); cf. Dem. 18.42. The 
architect Eupolis from Byzantium: $)//.5 707.5—7 (late 2nd cent. B.C.). Soldiers: 7. Ery/hrai 24.18— 
20 (c.277-—275 B.C.); 1. Priene 17.18 (c.278 B.C.), 108.150-152 (after 120 B.C.) = Bringmann and von 
Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:318, no. 270 (unknown kings, c.150-120 B.C.). This dating: Gauthier, 
Cites grecques, 73. See also Robert, OMS, 7:299 (= SEG 26, 1306), ll.29—30 (Teos, early zrd cent. B.C.). 

8. Secretaries: e.g., [.Priene 4.16-—17 (€.333—c.326 B.C.). Doctors: e.g., IG XIL.5, 824 (= Syl3 
620).11-12 (Tenos, 188 B.C. or later); see Natacha Massar, “Un savoir-faire â Phonneur: “Medecins 
et “discours civique” en Grece hellenistique,” Revue be/ge de philologie et d'histoire 79 (2001): 175— 
201, who, while discussing honors paid to doctors by Greek cities, provides only three examples of 
doctors” benefactions to these cities (pp. 194-197), all of which came from Athens in the period 
from the late fourth century to the early first century B.C.; Paola Antonia Stimolo, “Lo iatrikon,” 
Epigraphica 64 (2002): 17-27. Ambassadors: €.g., 1. Priene 108.165-—167 (after 129 B.C.) = Bringmann 
and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:318, no. 270 (c.150-120 B.C.); .Priene 111.22 (early 1st cent. B.C.). 
See /.Didyma 132.10-13 (late 2nd cent. B.C.). 
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and elsewhere.” Sometimes, city officials received funding from the city trea- 
surer directly, as happened in Clazomenae (“let the generals and po/emarchai 
and the treasurer take care of sending off the friendly gifts; let the treasurer 
provide for expenses from the city budget”) and Colophon Nova (“let the 
eymnasiarch of the ephebes each year, on the day when Athenaios passed 
away, perform a sacrifice and the race of the neo; and ephebes in honor of 
Athenaios. On this day, let the pa;donomos too put on a sporting competi- 
tion of the paides. Let them be given by the veconomos what the people de- 
cide for the sacrifice and the race and the sporting competition”). 

Officials also received money from various city funds. In Asian cities, the 
city budget was divided into a number of accounts, each reserved for a special 
purpose: for the honors to royal families, traveling expenses of ambassadors 
(Abdera), secretarial expenses, which probably included the setting up of ste- 
lac (Magnesia), as well as religious activities of various kinds (Pergamum), 
education of the youth (Teos), building and maintenance of city walls (Miletus), 
various other building projects (Magnesia), and the like.!! Probably because 
there was no clear division between fields of administration in Asian cities or 
due to the constant financial problems of these cities or for both reasons, some 
of these funds happened to be used for other purposes. Occasional attempts 
to enforce proper use of the funds, which we find in inscriptions from Asia, 
suggest that these regulations were not strictly observed.!? 


9. I.Priene 18.31—36 (c.270-262 B.C.), also 17.47-50 (€.278 B.C.), 20/21.24-—28 (c.270-262 B.C.); 
1.Magnesia 101.46-47 (Larbenae, 2nd half of 2nd cent. B.C.), also 93a.29—30: the neokoros of Artemis 
Leukophryenes in Magnesia (c. early 2nd cent. B.C.), Milet 1 3, 141 (= Î.Kios T 3).49—53 (c.230 
B.C.), 144 (> Staatsvertrăge III 538).13—15 (210s B.C.?), 146a (> Staatsvertrăge III 539).50-58 (215— 
214 B.C.), 147.62-66 (211-210 B.C.). Samos in IG XIL.6, 11 (= SEG 1, 366).57—59: the exetastai 
(243-242 B.C. or later), 33.20-26: the prytaneis and secretary of the city council (late 4th century 
B.C.). See also ASAA 25-26 (1963-1964 [1965]): 308, no. 4.9—12 (Patmos, the decree in honor of 
Aristonicos). 

10. L.Erythrai 5303-2426 (Clazomenae, early 3rd cent. B.C.); Holleaux, Frudes, 2:51-52, IL. 
17 (Colophon Nova, 3rd-2nd cent. B.C.). See also 7. Magnesia 53 (> I. Erythrae 507).68-71 (Clazomenae? 
206 B.C.), and in Samos JG XIL.6, 45.10-13 (soon after 322 B.C.), 55 (late 4th cent. B.C.), 11 (= SEG 1, 
366).57—39 (243-242 B.C. or later). 

11. Robert, Nouwve/les inscriptions de Sardes, 10, no. 1.17—19 (Sardis, 209-193 B.C.) and 
p. 18; SEG 41, 1003.11.62—63 (Teos, c.204-—203 B.C.). See also JG XIL.6, 11.59: AT TO TTpooTițov 
(Samos, 243—242 B.C. or later), which probably referred not only to sovereigns and members of royal 
families. $y//.3 656 (= IGR IV 1558).48 (Abdera, c.166 B.C.) with Peter Herrmann, “Zum Beschluss 
von Abdera aus 'Teos, ,5y//. 656,” ZPE 7 (1971): 72-77 (see SEG 49, 1536: c.170-166 B.C.), and 
Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 201-294, no. 337 with the new identification of place and date: Teos, 
c.go B.c. See BE 1971, no. 364; I.Magnesia 15b.17-18 (c.221—220 B.C.); I.Pergamon 1 246.17-—20 
(Elaea, honors to Attalos III), S5y//.3 578.3—4 (Teos, 2nd cent. B.C.); Milet 1 3, 141 (> 1.Kios T 3).32— 
53 (c.230 B.C.), 146a (> Staatsvertrăge IL 539).49—50 (215-214 B.C.); 1. Magnesia 92b.13—15 (early 
2nd cent. B.C.). See Robert, He/fenica, 9:14-—18; Robert, Nouve/les inscriptions de Sardes, 16-17; Jones, 
Greek City, 241-243. 

12. BCH 57 (1933): 510, no. 1 (> Robert, OMS, 1:478).5-9 (Chios, 3rd cent. B.c.);, IG XIL.6, 
172a.85—88 (Samos, c.250 B.C.?; for other suggested datings of this law, see below); Mier] 3, 147.18— 
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Money was donated by benefactors and, especially, by rulers. Philetaeros 
of Pergamum made donations of various kinds—including financing festivals, 
protection of the city's territory, and the activity of the neoi—to Cyzicus. His 
successor, King Attalos I, donated money to heat the gymnasium in Chios. Such 
donations took a considerable burden off the shoulders of the corresponding city 
officials. Soon, private benefactors, including those from other cities, stepped 
in, probably imitating the kings.1* Their donations were made for such differ- 
ent purposes as the protection of the city (as evident in an inscription that prob- 
ably comes from Erythrae) or the education of the youth of both sexes in Teos.!5 

Evidence emerges in the second century for sacral officials also receiving 
funding from Asian cities: for example, in Priene (“In the future let the priest 
also take from the neopoios the money designated in accordance with the deci- 
sion for the sacrifice”), Magnesia (“For the future, let the veconomoi hire the 
hiera in advance, as has been written down”), and Miletus (“On the first day 
of each month let the priest perform a complete sacral ceremony for the Roman 
people and the goddess Româ, having taken from the treasurer of the month 
ten drachmae for the sacrifice”).16 "This evidence also points to the gradual 





35 (211-210 B.C.); I.Didyma 488.41—45 (€.159-158 B.C.). See also I.My/asa 101.65-66 (Hellenistic 
period), 108.16-17 (2nd cent. B.C.), 121.10-11 (late Hellenistic period); Parker and Obbink, “Sales 
of Priesthoods on Cos: 1,” 416-417, no. 1.22-24 (revenues of priestesses of Aphrodite Pandemos 
and Pontia, c.125 B.C.2), and “Sales of Priesthoods on Cos: II,” 234, no. 3b.7-8 and 12-13 (c. first 
half of 3rd cent. B.C.) and 238-239, no. 4a.31—36 (c.1st cent. B.C.). 

Diversions of sacred funds made up only some of these cases; pace Dignas, Economy, 106— 
107, who used one such instance, a letter of Demetrios II concerning the diversion of the funds 
pertaining to the cult of Heracles at Beroea (,$y//.3 459) to reinforce her idea about the “triangular 
relationship between cities, cults, and Hellenistic rulers.” Such diversions continued under the 
Romans, with respect to both sacral and secular funds. Cf. Alexis d'Hautcourt, “Les cites grecques 
et les revenus de leurs sanctuaires: L'exemple de l'Asie Mineure ă P&poque romaine,” in J/ Capitolo 
delle entrate nelle finanze municipali, 249-260, who did not discuss the diversion of sacred funds 
and, probably for this reason, among others, did not refer (pp. 258-259) to the diversion of sacred 
funds as something that could have set the interests of sanctuaries against those of cities. The 
emperors had to restore sacred funds—often, it seems, on the basis of pre-Roman regulations; see, 
e.g., LAM V 858: an appeal to the proconsul P. Cornelius Scipio (Thyatira, 10-6 B.C.). În the Roman 
period, such cases made up only a part of numerous local appeals for proconsular intervention in 
local finances (see below). 

13. OGI 748.47, 13—14, 15-17 (Cyzicus, 280-275 B.C.) with Bringmann and von Steuben, 
Schenkungen, 1:273—274; Laum, Stifiungen, 2:71-73, no. 62, col. 1l.2-6 (Chios, 239-236 B.C.). See 
]. Robert and L. Robert, C/aros, 1:100; Veyne, Le pain, 228-230; Gauthier, Cires grecques, 40-42. 

14. E.g., Gauthier, Cires grecques, 55-56; Virgilio, “Cittă ellenistica,” 301-302; Klaus 
Bringmann, “Die Rolle der Koniginnen, Prinzen und Vermittler,” in Christol and Masson, Acres 
du X* Congres international d'Epigraphie, 173—174- 

15. I.Erythrai 28.29—32 (Erythrae? c.275 B.c.); Syll.3 578.3—7 (Teos, 2nd cent. B.C.), 577 (= 
Milet | 3, 145).1-7 (Miletus, 206-205 B.C.). 

10. Î.Priene 195.29—31 (c.200 B.C.); ]. Magnesia 99.7—9 (early 2nd cent. B.C.);, Milet | 7, 203a.22— 
26 (c.130 B.C.). See similar evidence in Parker and Obbink, “Sales of Priesthoods on Cos: II,” 233, 
no. 3a.6-7: the city provides the priest with money for yearly sacrifices (c.1st half of 3rd cent. B.C.). 
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incorporation of sacral offices into the administration of Asian cities by the 
late Hellenistic period. Not surprisingly, similar to secular officials, sacral 
officials started making benefactions to the city; for example, Hermias, son 
of Skamandrias, the priest of all gods in Ilium, gave his own money for sacri- 
fices and donations to all the citizens.!? 

Benefactions by non-officials to relieve the heavy expenses of the city were 
an established practice in Asia. The earliest evidence for such benefactors comes 
from the late fourth and early third centuries and concerns various building 
works and money donations by Hellenistic kings.15 Similar evidence has been 
documented in later periods, as demonstrated by King Fumenes II, who not 
only fulfilled his earlier promise to finance a building project in Miletus but 
also paid “from his own resources” for honors decreed to him by the city. 
After the kings, private benefactors, including those from other cities, joined 
in. The earliest known evidence for benefactions by city residents in Asia dates 
to the third century.2 Some of these private benefactors helped city officials, 
which made it possible to return money to the city, as documented in Erythrae 
(?) and Claros.?! By the end of the third century, they were joined by city func- 
tionaries who were not archontes. Ambassadors were performing their duties 
either “from their own resources,” as in Amyzon, or “for free” and “at their 
own expense,” as in Priene, and were reimbursing the city for the travel al- 
lowances given to them.2? Various other functionaries began to provide their 
services “for free,” as did the doctor Apollonios, son of Hierocles, in Tenos; 
or “at his own expense,” as did the doctor Diodoros, son of Dioskurides, in 
Samos; or “without pay,” as did the Peripatetic philosopher Epicrates, son of 
Demetrios, also in Samos. Likewise, military commanders in Priene paid the 
soldiers “at their own expense.”%5 


17. Î.Ilion 52.5—10 (2nd cent. B.C.). 

18. 1.Didyma 479 (> OGI 213 = Bringmann and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:338, 
no. 281).8—10 (300-299 B.C.); Milet 1 3, 139c.37—38, 41-42 (c.262-—260 B.C.); OGI 748.47, 13—14, 
15-17 (Cyzicus, 280-275 B.C.). 

19. E.g., IM 15 (1965): 73-74, no. 1, col. L.10-12 (Miletus, c.165 B.C.); Laum, Stifiungen, 
2:71-73, no. 62, col. 1l.2-6 (Chios, 239-236 B.C.). 

20. Î.Kyme 4.2—4; 7 (both from c. mid-3rd cent. B.C.), IG XIL.6, 82.1-8, 83.1-10 (Samos, 
c.280-197 B.C.); SEG 43, 703.8 (Aphrodisias, 208-288 B.C.), 704.4—5 (3rd cent. B.C.); I.Priene 13 
(ard cent. B.c.) with Gauthier, Cires grecques, 15-16. For these benefactors: Rostovtzeff, Socia/ and 
Economic History, 667-669; Gauthier, Cires grecques, 16-24. 

21. Î.Erythrai 28.26—28 (Erythrae? c.275 B.C.), L. Robert and ]. Robert, C/aros, 1:65, col. Il 
(= SEG 39, 1244.11).52-—53 (late 2nd cent. B.C.). 

22. ]. Robert and L. Robert, Amyzon, 195, no. 18.4-6 (late zrd-early 2nd cent. B.C.); 7. Priene 
108.159, 105-167 (after 129 B.C.) = Bringmann and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:318, no. 270 (€.150— 
120 B.C.) and J.Priene 111.22 (early 1st cent. B.C.). Reimbursement: 7. Priene 108.153—155, 159-162 
(after 120 B.c.) = Bringmann and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:318, no. 270 (c.150-120 B.C.). 

23. IG XIL.5, 824 (= Syll.3 620).11-12 (Tenos, 188 B.c. or later), JG XIL.6, 12.29—32 (Samos, 
c.108-197 B.C.2) and 128.21-24 (c.200 B.C.); 7. Priene 108.150-152 (after 129 B.C.) = Bringmann and 
von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:318, no. 270 (€.150—120 B.C.). 
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It was only natural that gradually, in the second century, city officials fol- 
lowed suit and started to meet the expenses of their offices.2* Such cases were 
usually designated by the same formulaic expressions that were used in relation 
to benefactors who did not hold any office in the city. The choregoi in Mylasa 
performed benefactions “at their own expense,” and the gymnasiarch and 
ephebarchos in Sestus made reimbursement for honors paid to them by the grateful 
youth of the city. "The gymnasiarch in Mallus gave to the neo: a large amount of 
oil “at his own expense.” "Lhe agonothetes Kydias, son of Menexenes, from lasus, 
provided “for free” the performance of a comic actor, as did many other offi- 
cials in that city. The neokoros Pausanias in Magnesia was expected to pay for 
the embellishment of the temple from his own resources. "The /reroporoi in 
Miletus had the treasury of the temple of Apollo in Didyma built from their own 
resources. '[he stephanephoros Moschion in Priene invited all the residents of the 
city to feast at his own expense. The gymnasiarch Mantidoros, son of Kallikrates, 
from Eretria, paid his own money for the services of a teacher of literature for 
the neoi of the city.2% Former officials could also pose as benefactors by using the 
proceeds of their offices for the embellishment of the city, as was the case with 
Aristarchos from Erythrae and Polemaeos from Claros.2* By the end of the Hel- 
lenistic period, the same developments and expressions started to be documented 
on lower administrative levels in Asian cities. "The gymnasiarch of the gerousia 
in Miletus covered some expenditures at his own cost, whereas the overseer of 
the nearby temple of Apollo performed his duties for free. 

“The growing trend of meeting expenses in office adopted the form of bene- 
faction. Benefactions also could be promised. The evidence for making public 
promises, usually designated in our sources with the help of the noun “a prom- 
ise” (epangehia) and the verb “to promise” (epange/lomai and hypisehneomai) or 


24. Beneficiary activity by officials has usually been discussed, and dated, with participation 
in the affairs of the community in general; see Gauthier, Cires grecques, 68; Migeotte, “Evergctisme 


"186. However, benefactions of non-officials are documented much earlier in Asia 


des citoyens, 
than those of officials. Even in the mid-2nd century when the city of Priene honored its most fa- 
mous benefactor, Moschion, his benefactions had nothing to do with city offices, not to mention 
archai; see Gauthier, Cires grecques, 73. The same is true for other examples from Asia: Gauthier, 
Cites grecques, 69-74. 

25. I.Mylasa 101.8-9 (Hellenistic period), 901.4 (Hydae, Hellenistic period); 7.Sestos 1.41— 
43 (€.132-—120 B.C.); Dagron and Feissel, Inscriptions de Cilicie, 114-115, no. 70.47 (Mallus, 2nd 
cent. B.C.); I.Jasos 199.13—15 (early 2nd cent. B.C.). Cf. similar evidence from the same time in /./asos 
160.5-8, 8-12, 12-15, 15-17, 17-19; 161.46, 10-15, 15-18; 162; 163; Sy1l.3 679.L.29—30 (Magne- 
sia on the Macander, 143 B.C.); Î.Didyma 418 (early 2nd cent. B.C.), I.Priene 108.272—281 (after 120 
B.C.) = Bringmann and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:318, no. 270 (c.150-120 B.C.) with Gauthier, 
Cites grecques, 73; IG XIL.9, 235.1-13 (Eretria, 1st cent. B.C.). Discussion of the inscription from 
Sestus: Kleijwegt, Ancient Youth, 237-241. A list of benefactions by Kydas's fellow officials from 
Iasus: Migeotte, “De la liturgie ă la contribution obligatoire,” 270. 

26. I.Erythrai 101 (2nd cent. B.C.); L. Robert and ]. Robert, C/aros, 1:14, col. INI (= SEG 39, 
1243.111).5—13 (late 2nd cent. B.C.) with their commentary on p. 41. 

27. Milet 1 9, 368.8—11 (after 108 B.C.?); I.Didyma 132.10-13 (late 2nd cent. B.C.). 
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their cognates, is documented very early in Hellenistic Asia. At that time, these 
words were used in international relations as designations of promises of friend- 
ship, such as the one by Sardis to Miletus at the end of the fourth century. Later, 
the word epangeha and its cognates designated promises of loyalty and friend- 
ship by the cities of Smyrna and Magnesia to each other and to Seleucos II, and 
by Ptolemy II to Miletus.7% Still in the fourth century, epangeliai also designated 
the guarantees of legal conventions, like the agreement concluded between Priene 
and Maronea. 'Lhe practice survived into later times, as demonstrated by the 
guarantees given by the Milesians to those Cretans who had accepted Milesian 
citizenship and settled near Myus in about 228-227.% În the fourth century, the 
verb //ypisk/meomai was also used in legal clauses, as documented in Erythrac and 
Miletus.3 A special case was the promise to hold a festival, which is particularly 
well documented in relation to Magnesia.5! It is also at the end of the fourth 
century when these words started to be used in documents referring to internal 
affairs of Asian cities. At that time, they designated promises of benefactions in 
very general form, such as offering oneself in service to the city. In certain places, 
like Samos, we find what looks like an established formula: “He promises to do 
whatever possible for the good of the people of Samos.”*? Evidence of similar 
promises continues into the late Hellenistic period, as the late-second-century 
formulaic expressions from Claros demonstrate. 

From the early third century, Asian inscriptions refer to promises of finan- 
cial expenditures of various kinds made by members of royal families. For ex- 
ample, Antiochos, son of Seleucos ÎI, promised to build a stoa in Miletus. King 
Eumenes II promised to provide finances to build the gymnasium in Miletus.5* 


28. Milet 1 3, 135 (> Sy1l.5 273 => Staatsvertrăge III 407).2—5 (334-323 B.C.); I.Smyrna 573 (= 
1.Magnesia am Sipylos 1 = OGI 229 = Staatsvertrăge LI 492).16—21, 95—97 (€.245—243 B.C.2);, Milet 
I 3, 139c.37 (c.262—260 B.C.). 

29. I.Priene 10.27-29 (qth cent. B.C.), Milet 1 3, 33€.13—14 (for datings to late 230s-—early 220s 
B.C., see Milet VI 1, p. 161). 

30. Î.Erythrai 10a.7-9, 10b.5—6 (late qth cent. B.C.); Milet 1 3, 136.14-—17 (isopolity with Olbia, 
c.325—311 B.C.); cf. 148 (= SyI.3 588).62-64 (treaty with Magnesia), which is usually dated to c.196 
or after 185-184 B.C.; see Herrmann, “Milet au II€ siccle a.C.,” 112, 114, who placed it after Mier 
1 3, 150 (= Sy1//.3 633), which he dated to c.185—184 B.C. 

31. E.g., I.Magnesia 50.6-7 (from Parium, late Hellenistic period; not in 7. Parion). Cf. simi- 
lar cases in /.Magnesia 18 (= Welles, RC, no. 31).1-7 (letter of Antiochos III), 19 (= Welles, RC, 
no. 32).1-7 (letter of son of Antiochos III), 44.33 (Corcyra, 2nd cent. B.C.?), 56.6 = . Knidos 1 219.5 
(Cnidus, early 2nd cent. B.C.2), 71.15 (unknown city), 81.3 (Antioch-near-Pisidia? Hellenistic 
period?). See Welles, RC, 333 s.v. errayyeiia and 334 s.v. eTrayyeNu. 

32. IG XIL.6, 17.23—26, 18.8-9 (soon after 322 B.C.). Cf. a similar expression in 40.2-6 (late 
4th cent. B.C.). 

33. L. Robert and ]. Robert, C/aros, 1:16, col. V (= SEG 39, 1243.V).11-13 (late 2nd cent. 
B.C.), and 65, col. III (= SEG 39, 1244.111).13—15 (late 2nd cent. B.C.). 

34. Î.Didyma 479 (> OGI 213 = Bringmann and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:338, no. 281).8— 
10 (honorific decree for Antiochos, son of King Seleucos, 300-299 B.C.) with Hellmann, Choix, 85-87, 
no. 27; SEG 36, 1046 (= Bringmann and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:346, no. 284.1).3—12 (Miletus, 
before 107 B.C.). 
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'The earliest cases used the verb; the noun started to be used later.* Soon, fol- 
lowing the kings and probably imitating them, private individuals, including 
residents of other cities, started making such promises too. 'Lhey volunteered 
to finance various projects, usually building works, undertaken by the city.* 
Other promises by private individuals concerned providing money for the 
purchase of grain, as in Erythrae (?) and Samos; honors to members of the 
royal family, as in Samos; or treatment of foreign ambassadors, as in Claros.* 
Some promises were specifically made to finance certain kinds of city activi- 
ties, such as the education of the youth in Miletus and 'Teos; others did not 
specify the field in which the money should be used.5 These individual 
promises have to be distinguished from joint contributions, which were ini- 
tiated by Asian cities when they found themselves in need of money for vari- 
ous projects, such as the building of walls in Chios, the building of a theater 
in Mylasa, or the establishment of a special fund for the purchase of grain in 
Samos, and the like.5% 

In the late third and early second centuries people of various professions 
in Asian cities started to make similar promises. One of them was the actor 
Nikophon, son of Aenios, who promised to perform, probably free of charge, 
during three days in Minoa of Amorgos. The doctor Apollonios, son of Hierocles, 
from "Tenos, promised to treat his patients for free during a period of six 
months, which he had probably already done in the past. Ambassadors prom- 
ised to perform their duties for free, as, for example, in Miletus. The evidence 
for the doctor Diodoros, son of Dioskurides, who treated patients “at his own 


35. Î.Didyma 479 (= OGI 213 = Bringmann and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:338, no. 281).8— 
10 (300-299 B.C.), Milet 1 3, 139 (= Bringmann and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:326—327, 
no. 275).36—38 (Ptolemy II to Miletus, c.262-260 B.c.). The noun: SEG 36, 1046 (= Bringmann 
and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:346, no. 284.1).3—12 (Miletus, before 167 B.C.), Î.Priene 108 
(after 120 B.c.) = Bringmann and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:318, no. 270 (c.150-120 B.C.). 

36. IG XII.6, 37.4-7 (Samos, late 4th cent. B.C.), 82.3—9 (early rd cent. B.C.), I.Ephesos IV 
1420.1—3 (€.350—321 B.C.), cf. Veyne, Le pain, 212-213. See Î.Jasos 22.24-25, 180.6-9, 182, 183 
(Hellenistic period); /.My/asa 106.9 (late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.), 110.10-11, 501.12 (late 2nd 
cent. B.C.). 

37. Î.Erythrai 28.26-—28, 40-41 (Erythrae? c.275 B.C.), IG XIL.6, 11 (= SEG 1, 366).32—40 
(Samos, 243—242 B.C. or later); L.. Robert and ]. Robert, C/aros, 1:15, col. IV (= SEG 39, 1243.1V).17-— 
20 (late 2nd cent. B.C.). 

38. Mile 1 3, 145 (> Syll% 577).3—5 (206-205 B.C.); 511.3 578.3—7 (Teos, 2nd cent. B.C.). See 
1.Magnesia 92b.5—7 (early 2nd cent. B.C.); cf. Robert, OMS, 2:1232 n.3 (Lycia, Hellenistic period). 

39. BCH 57 (1933): 510, no. 1 (> Robert, OMS, 1:478).17-20 (Chios, 3rd cent. B.c.), SEG 
19, 579.1-7 (Chios, c.200 B.C.); I.Myl/asa 180, 182, 183 (Hellenistic period); IG XIL.6, ra.15 (Samos, 
c.285 B.C.). Cf. SEG 44, 1219: for religious purposes (Xanthus, c. mid-2nd cent. B.C.), Debord and 
Varinlioglu, Les Hautes Terres, 95, no. 1: the construction of a neoria (Pisye, 275-226 B.C.). See 
esp. Migeotte, Souscriptions, 399 s.v. emayyehia and errayyeeobar, 403 s.v. “promesses des 
souscriptions.” "The earliest such evidence collected by Migeotte from Asia are subscriptions from 
Erythrae (p. 211, no. 68 = I.Erythrai 22; late 4th cent. B.C.) and Colophon (pp. 214-223, 
no. 69; c.311—306 B.C.), neither of which contains the word epangelia or its cognates. 
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expense” in Samos, indicates that this practice was quite well known at the 
time. 

It is easy to anticipate that city archontes were soon to follow. Starting in 
the second century, promises of financial benefactions by city officials made 
their way into inscriptions from Asia. "The agonorhetes Kydias, from lasus, 
fulfilled his earlier promise to pay at his own expense for the services of a 
flute player, probably a local favorite, as well as to finance the celebration. 
“The agonothetes Menippos, a prominent benefactor of Claros, made a prom- 
ise to build the gate to the entrance hall of the temple of Apollo. An anony- 
mous gymnasiarch, who had already held this office four times, promised to 
finance the gymnasiarchia during his lifetime and to give land to the city of 
Cyme, so that the proceeds from leasing this land would cover the expenses 
of the eymnasiarchia in the future.*! Similar attitudes were expressed by func- 
tionaries whose activities were relevant not to the entire city but to lower 
administrative levels: the overseer of the temple of Apollo in Didyma made 
a promise to hold this office for free for ten years, while a local benefactor in 
Mylasa promised his money to support the building of a stoa by his phy/e.*? 

“The financial status of city officials could therefore vary. Despite the 
survival of city funding of these offices throughout the Hellenistic period, a 
growing number of city officials started defraying expenses from their own 
resources and, as a consequence, were expected to do so in the future. 'Lhe 
person who had been a benefactor in private life or during his previous term 
was more likely to offer new benefactions to the city when elected. Moschion 
from Priene was so eagerly chosen ambassador because he had already dem- 
onstrated his willingness to perform the duties of ambassador for free. "The 
priest Dionysios, son of Python, from Stratonicea, had already shown himself 
to be a benefactor to the city before assuming the priesthood. The gym- 
nasiarch L.yson, son of Demosthenes, from Xanthus, was asked by the people 
to hold the gymnasiarchia for one more year because of the lavish expendi- 
tures that he had made in this office. "These men represented a class of people 


40. IG XII.7, 226.1-6 (Minoa of Amorgos, late 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.) with ]. Robert and 
L. Robert, BE 1977, no. 79. IG XIL.5, 824 (= Syl/.3 620).11-12 (Tenos, 188 B.C. or later). Diodoros: 
AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 234, no. 64.27—32 (201-197 B.C.). Ambassadors: e.g., IM 15 (1965): 73-74, 
no. 1, col. I.r0—12 (Miletus, c.165 B.c.). 

41. Î.Jasos 161.3—9 (c.196-193 B.C.); see also 162 (early 2nd cent. B.C.); L.. Robert and ]. Rob- 
ert, Claros, 1:04, col. Il (= SEG 39, 1244.11).24-—27 (late 2nd cent. B.C.); 7. Kyme 102.3—4 (1st cent. 
B.C.); Philippe Gauthier, “Bienfaiteurs du Gymnase au Letoon de Xanthos,” REG 109 (1996): 2— 
3 (= SEG 46, 1721), ll.12—16 (196 B.C.) with the editor's comment on pp. 15-16. The benefactions 
of agonothetai: Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 282-284; of gymnasiarchs: Robert, Documents de /'Asie 
Mineure meridionale, 81-86; Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 288-291. 

42. I.Didyma 132.10—13 (late 2nd cent. B.C.); 7. Mylasa 110.9—10 (late 2nd cent. B.C.). 
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who were expected by other city dwellers to provide benefactions whether 
as officials or not.% 

“The second century thus witnessed a new development in city adminis- 
tration in Asia, namely the benefactions of city archontes. hey probably con- 
stituted only a small fraction of all the benefactors in Asian cities." But their 
number was increasing and the bond between holding a public office and 
making benefactions strengthened during the Hellenistic period. It seems 
possible to agree that benefactions gradually started to be aimed not only at 
“fellow citizens” but also at city dwellers of various social standings, includ- 
ing women and children, foreign residents, and even strangers, and thus lost 
their “civic character.”% However, the evidence from Hellenistic Asia suggests 
that benefactions not only did not become dissociated from holding public 
office, but, on the contrary, were more and more regarded as a usual feature of 
officeholding in Asian cities. 

“This process is evident in the increase in the number of promises to pro- 
vide funding. Here, too, kings and private individuals led the way, again fol- 
lowed by functionaries who did not have archas in the city, such as doctors or 
ambassadors, and, finally, by city archontes, who joined in by making such 
promises in the second century. Some of these promises were clearly made 
before taking up the office and likely were the means of securing the office. 
The agonothetes Kydias from asus had promised benefactions before assum- 
ing office. "The anonymous gymnasiarch from Cyme most probably held this 
office four times because he had promised to finance it “for life,” which se- 
cured him the position of the gymnasiarch for as long as he wished.% Fmpha- 
sis gradually started to be placed on the ability of candidates for city offices 
not only to return the money provided by the city but also to display generos- 
ity when in office. Evidence for a similar phenomenon has also been docu- 
mented on lower administrative levels, where promises of benefactions were 
quite effective in securing offices. 

“There was an important difference between the two practices though. 
Benefactions were deeds of free will. Moschion, who did not take the money 
provided by Priene for ambassadors, did so on his own initiative: nothing would 
have prevented him from using the travel allowance from the city, as his fel- 


43. Î.Priene 108.153—155, 159-162, 163-166 (after 129 B.C.) = Bringmann and von Steuben, 
Schenkungen, 1:318, no. 270 (€.150-120 B.C.); .Stratonikeia 144.512 (Panamara, Hellenistic pe- 
riod); SEG 46, 1721.25-28 (Xanthus, 196 B.C.). 

44. Gauthier, Cires grecques, 72. 

45. Gauthier, Cires grecques, 73. 

46. I.Iasos 161.3—Q (€.196—193 B.C.); cf. 162 (early 2nd cent. B.C.); .Kyme 102.3—4 (1st cent. 
B.C.). See Quass, Fonoratiorenschicht, 281. 

47. See, e.g., a decree of the /ampadistai from Patmos in $y//.5 1068 (= ASAA 25-26 [1962 
1964 (1965)]: 332, no. 32).13—17, 22-23 (2nd cent. B.C.). 
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low ambassadors probably did. Nor were the gymnasiarch from Sestus, who gave 
a big sum of money for youth, or the gymnasiarch from Xanthus, who spent a 
lot on the embellishment of the gymnasium, or the neopozoi from Miletus, who 
had the treasury to the temple built at their expense, obliged to spend their 
own money.% "The benefactions of city officials were not obligatory: if the 
person was poor, he could expect the city to compensate him for the various 
activities he had to perform; if he was wealthy enough, he was supposed to meet 
at least some of the expenses and, moreover, promise to provide various bene- 
factions before being elected. 'Fhis not only brought him honor and prestige 
but also improved his chances of getting the office. Promises to meet expenses, 
make donations, and provide other benefactions developed into a powerful tool 
in the competition with other candidates, even if the office in question could 
bring in revenue. But the possibility for a not-so-well-to-do person to hold 
office was not excluded since official expenditures could be reimbursed. The 
same office could therefore be held in more than one way, that is, either with 
funding provided by the city or as a /eitourgia.P "The way în which city office 
was held in Asia thus depended not on the character of an office as such but 
on the personal initiative of its holder, if he was not obliged to make any bene- 
factions but preferred to do so for some reason, or on his social status, prima- 
rily his wealth, if he had made, or had to make, promises of benefactions before 
assuming the office. 

“The benefactions of city officials in Hellenistic Asia did not appear out of 
nowhere; they were results of a long development that occurred in several 
stages, and different regions of Asia are likely to have had their local peculiari- 
ties. It has already been suggested that benefactions in Athens were first prac- 
ticed by foreigners.* The situation in Asia could very well have been different, 
and beneficiary activity was certainly a phenomenon with multiple meanings 
and was not limited to donations of various sorts. However, the practice of 
making benefactions and promises of benefactions in Asian cities was clearly 
influenced by the relations of these cities with each other and with royal dy- 
nasties. Later, benefactions were made by private individuals from among city 


48. I.Priene 108.153-155, 159-162, 163-166 (after 120 B.C.) = Bringmann and von Steuben, 
Schenkungen, 1:318, no. 270 (€.150-120 B.C.); 1.Sestos 1.41—43 (€.132-—120 B.C.), SEG 46, 1721.12— 
16 (Xanthus, 196 B.c.); 7.Didyma 418 (early 2nd cent. B.C.). 

49. Pace Magie (Roman Rule, 61), who speaks of /eitourgiai, including embassies, as always 
compulsory obligations. 

50. Edmond Levy, Athenes devant la defaite de zoq: Histoire d'une crise ideologique (Paris: Ecole 
frangaise d'Athenes; Diffusion De Boccard, 1976), 238. Cf. Gauthier, Cires grecques, 7-39, and John 
Ma, Antiochos III, 207: cities never formally titled citizen benefactors as euergetai, though this prob- 
ably started to change in the late third century, with reference to Amyzon. The explanation of 
Graham Shipley, The Greek World afier Alexander, 323-30 B.C. (London and New York: Routledge, 
2000), 101, that local benefactions were “a replacement for the /ertourgia system of the classical city” 
and also “simply evolved from liturgies” is too simple for a very diverse interrelationship between 
benefactions and /eitourgiai, which continued to coexist into the Roman period as well. 
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residents, then by various functionaries who did not have arce, before the 
practice was finally accepted by city archontes in the second century. The forms 
and lexicon of the beneficiary activity of city officials had already been pre- 
pared in the course of the development of Asian cities during the Hellenistic 
period. '[he marked rise in “civic benefactions” in the second century was based 
on the continuous development of local benefactions that started in the third 
century, most likely as imitations by private individuals of royal generosity 
toward Greek cities, and that only gradually extended to officeholders.5! 


Social Status 


From Asia, we do not have as clear a statement about the social status of city 
officials as the one preserved in the 4/henaton pohiteia from Athens on the verge 
of the Hellenistic period: ““The questions put in examining qualifications are, 
first, “Who is your father and to what deme does he belong, and who is your 
father”s father, and who your mother, and who her father and what his deme?”” 
A special dokimasia thus verified if the candidate was born from the legal mar- 
riage of a demesman with a legal daughter of a demesman and if he was a 
demesman himself.*2 It is quite possible that the social status of city officials 
in Asia was put to the same test, that is, they also had to belong to demes or 
similar social organizations. 

However, as in Athens, where a number of offices appeared to have been 
occupied by nondemesmen such as metics or Hellenistic kings, in Asia too some 
city offices could be held by nondemesmen. For example, the stephanephoria 
in Miletus was held by Alexander the Great in 334—333, by Asander, the sa- 
trap of Caria, in 314-313, Demetrios Poliorketes in 295-294, and Antiochos | 
in 280-—279.5% "The earliest evidence that we have for eponymous offices in 
Hellenistic Asia being held by deities also belongs to the late fourth and early 
third centuries. Zeus held the stephanephoria in Priene in about 332—326; Apollo 
was the stephanephoros in Miletus in 332-331; and Poseidon was the /ipparchos 
in Cyzicus early in the third century. The evidence for kings and deities 


51. Royal benefactions replaced by those of local notables: Gauthier, Cires grecques, 55-56; 
Virgilio, “Cittă ellenistica,” 301-302; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 65; Migeotte, “E vergâtisme des citoyens,” 
187-188. 

52. Arist. Ath.Pol. 55.3 (tr. H. Rackham), and 45.3, 55-2. This procedure: A. R. W. Harrison, 
The Law of Athens (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), 2:201-—203; Frederic S. Borowski, “Dokimasia” 
(Ph.D. diss., University of Cincinnati, 1976), 50-81. 

33. Milet | 3, 122.8 and 100, 123.22 and 37. See Robert, Erudes €pigraphiques et philologiques, 
144. 

54. Î.Priene 4.1 (c.332—€.326 B.C.), Milet | 3, 122.83 (332-331 B.C.); Robert, Hel//enica, 2:54 
55 (and n.9); Robert K. Sherk, “The Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, IV: "The Register,” ZPE 
93 (1992): 231. See also SEG 47, 1280 (Samos? after 241 B.C.). 
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occupying offices in Asian cities continues into the late Hellenistic period, as 
demonstrated by inscriptions referring to Apollo as the stephanephoros in Lasus 
in the second and first centuries.** Holding of eponymous offices by deities 
has been connected with the absence of those who were willing or able to make 
expenditures.5 Not only deities and rulers but other nondemesmen as well held 
certain city offices in Hellenistic Asia, as did metics, who were choregoi in Lasus 
in the second century. 

Children and women as holders of offices in Greek cities, including those 
of Asia, have usually been examined as separate groups of city functionaries.58 
However, nondemesmen held some city offices in Asia before officeholding 
by women and children emerged. There were no city offices allotted especially 
for women and children, whose officeholding should therefore be examined 
with that by other nondemesmen. 


Children 


Officeholding by children in Hellenistic Asian cities is closely connected with 
age requirements for officials in these cities. "Phe earliest evidence for such age 
requirements from Hellenistic Asia concerns those who were elected with a 
specific aim and for a limited period of time: for example, the romographoi in 
“Teos whose purpose was to compile a new set of laws for the city. A little later, 
similar evidence emerges in relation to military officials. Such Asian cities as 
“Teos and Miletus established age requirements for the phrourarchoi, who were 
appointed to oversee important strongholds on the borders of the territory that 
belonged to these cities. 

In later times, evidence for age requirements for city officials 1s encountered 
mostly in the documents which set up regulations for newly founded offices in 
Asian cities. "The formula was standard, “not younger than. . . (number) years,” 
as demonstrated in inscriptions: “After the election of the gymnasiarch, let there 
be elected the paidonomos not younger than forty years of age” (Leos); “Let 
the gymnasiarch not younger than thirty years be elected together with all other 
archontes” (Ceos); and “The purchaser of the priesthood of the Roman people 





55. "Twice: I.Jasos 163.1—2, 170.1—4, 179.1-2, 182.1—2, 187.1—2, 104.1, 199.12, 205.1—4, three 
times: 152.40—41, 104.1, 171.1-4, 180.1—3, 188.1-2; four times: 165.1-2, 172.1—4, 181.1, 183.1—3, 
200.12; five times: 166.1, 173.1—2; Six times: 174.1—4; seven times: 175.1—4. 

56. Magie, Roman Rule, 649-650; Robert K. Sherk, “The Eponymous Officials of Greek 
Cities, V: “The Register,” ZPE 96 (1993): 283. 

57. Migeotte, “De la liturgie ă la contribution obligatoire,” 270. 

58. Veyne, Le pain, 793 s.v. “Enfants magistrats,” “Femmes magistrats”; Bremen, 
Limils, 34. 

59. Syll.3 344 (= Welles, RC, no. 3).44—46 (Teos and Lebedus, c.303 B.C.). See Robert, 
OMS, 7:299 (= SEG 26, 1306), 1l.8—12 (Teos, early rd cent. B.C.); Mier I 3, 37.65—66 (229— 
228 B.C.). 
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and Rome will immediately register with the treasurers and “the kings” a man 
no younger than twenty years of age” (Miletus).6 

“The reasons for the introduction of age requirements differed from office 
to office. The padonomos in 'Leos and gymnasiarch in Ceos were expected 
to have the experience necessary for holding such offices. The new priest in 
Miletus should have acquired the necessary education and fulfilled his mili- 
tary duty to his city before taking up office. The task of compiling a new code 
of laws required wide experience, both general and legal, of the nomographoi 
in "Teos. "The situation with the phrourarchoi could have been different since 
the emphasis was placed on the guarantee, in the form of their personal prop- 
erty, that they return the fortress (phrourion) to the city after the term of their 
duty expired.S! 'The specification of age requirements is encountered only for 
either new or temporary offices, which indicates that other offices already had 
similar regulations and that age requirements were not spelled out at the elec- 
tion to city offices in Asia because these requirements had already been laid 
down once and for all. In the case of the paidonomos in Teos and the priest of 
the Roman people and Româ in Miletus, the age ofany new paidonomos or priest 
had to correspond to the requirements laid down in founding documents. 

“The fact that age requirements were established at the foundation of in- 
dividual offices suggests that Asian cities had no policy of grouping offices in 
accordance with age requirements. Much later, in the imperial period, Pliny, 
the governor of Bithynia, the province next to Asia, wrote the following words 
to the emperor Trajan about the situation in Bithynian cities: “Under the code 
of law, Sir, which Pompey drew up for Bithynia, it was laid down that no one 
could hold civil office or sit in the senate under the age of thirty. "Then fol- 
lowed the edict of the deified Emperor Augustus permitting the minor posts 
to be held from the age of twenty-two.”% We do not have any evidence that 
would allow us to determine even approximately what these “minor posts” 
would have been in either Bithynia or Asia during the Hellenistic period, 
which suggests that this division of city offices was introduced in Bithynia by 
Pompey as part of his general reorganization of the province. 'Fherefore, the 
fact that Augustus lowered the age requirement for the “minor posts” to 


60. SyIl.3 578.1-3 (Teos, 2nd cent. B.C.), 958.21-22 (Ceos, early 3rd cent. B.C.); Miler 1 7, 
203b.1-6 (c.130 B.C.). See Parker and Obbink, “Sales of Priesthoods on Cos: I,” 424 (no. 5), with a 
collection of sources about the prescribed age for the purchasers of priesthoods that were put up 
for sale. 

Gr. Similar requirements were established in relation to other officials who dealt with public 
property. See /G X11.6, 172a.37—42: each official appointed to purchase grain had to have property 
worth no less than three talents (Samos, c.250 B.C.? as one of the suggested datings). See in general 
Jones, Greek City, 163. 

62. See also ,5y//.3 1185.11-12 (Tanagra, 3rd cent. B.C.), SEG 43, 381.22-—24 (Beroea, early 
2nd cent. B.C.). 

63. Plin. Ep. 10.79.1-3. 
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twenty-two years does not mean that the Greeks had the practice of grouping 
city offices according to age requirements. 

In the second century, or maybe even a little earlier, the expression “from 
an early age” made its way into honorific decrees from Asian cities. Moschion, 
son of Aristides, and Iatrocles, son of Demetrios, from Mylasa; Menas, son 
of Menas, from Sestus; Hegemandros, son of Menekrates, from Patmos; 
Myonides, son of Chrysaor, from Amyzon; and Menodoros, son of Metrodoros, 
from Pergamum-—all displayed exceeding zeal serving their cities “from an early 
age.” "This phrase was never related in such decrees directly to officeholding. 
“The context in which it was used always had a general meaning: the honorand 
made himself available “from an early age” for service to the community as a 
whole and its individual members. But this phrase also acquired the flavor of 
financial benefaction. Hegemandros from Patmos not only made his services 
available “from an early age” to his compatriots but also held various costly of- 
fices and made promises of further benefactions. Menas from Sestus diplayed 
his zeal “from an early age” and provided financial assistance to ambassadors of 
that city.6 “From an early age” thus reflected the growing emphasis on both 
the young age of those who became engaged in public life at that time and the 
mounting importance of benefactions in achieving success in public life. 

With the rise of benefactions by individual city dwellers, attention started 
to be paid to familial connections of local benefactors. "The underlying idea 
obviously was that the descendants should imitate the noble deeds of their 
fathers and forefathers. Familial beneficiary activity, a natural consequence of 
benefactions by individual city residents, followed suit.% It is probable that 
here too the model was provided by Hellenistic kings and members of the royal 
family, the benefactors par excellence. Royal benefactions to Greek cities were 
quickly put into the context of familial activity, which reflected the necessity 
of royal dynasties to compete with each other for support from cities. 'Lhe 
earliest Hellenistic evidence for a royal heir modeling his attitude toward an 
Asian city after that of his father is probably the inscription from Miletus in 
honor of Antiochos, son of Seleucos I.% Inscriptions from other parts of the 


64. 1.Mylasa 102.9—12 (late 2nd-—early 1st cent. B.C.), 109.5-6 (the phyle of the Otorkondeis, 
c.76 B.C.);, I.Sestos 1.2-6 (c.132-—120 B.C.) with the restoration by W. Dittenberger in OGI 339.2-—3: 
[do Tâls mposrns nuktas KTA., ,Syl.3 1068 (= ASAA 25-26 [1962-1964 (1965)]: 332, no. 32).6— 
14 (Patmos, 2nd cent. B.c.); ]. Robert and L. Robert, Amyzon, 1:235, no. 35, 1l.4-6 (Hellenistic pe- 
riod);, Worrle, “Pergamon um 133 v. Chr.,” 544, 1l.3—7 (late 2nd cent. B.C.). The names of two other 
local patriots do not survive: 7. My/asa 132.22-—23 (Hellenistic period), 8568.3—4 (Olymos, 3rd cent. B.C.). 
See also /G XII.5, 130.45 (Paros, c. late Hellenistic period), XIL.9, 236.30-33 (Eretrea, c.1oo B.C.). 

65. Sy/1.3 1068 (= ASAA4 25-26[1962-1964 1965)]: 332, no. 32).0-14 (Patmos, 2nd cent. B.C.); 
Î.Sestos 1.2-6 (c.132-120 B.C.). 

66. E.g., Veyne, Le pain, 233. 

67. I.Didyma 479 (= OGI 213 = Bringmann and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:338, no. 281).8— 
10 (300-299 B.C.) with Hellmann, Choix, 85-87, no. 27. For a discussion, see Leopold Migeotte, 
“Finances et construction publiques,” in Worrle and Zanker, Stadrbild und Biirgerbild, 83. 
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Hellenistic world similarly demonstrate the beginnings of how royal generosity, 
usually referred to as the “stance” (/asresis or proatresis) of a member of royal 
family, acquired a familial character.6 In his response to a letter from Xanthus, 
Ptolemy III Fuergetes promised to repay their goodwill toward him by main- 
taining the same beneficiary policy of his father and grandfather. Antiochos III 
spoke of the same desire to add personally to “ancestral favors” in what has been 
very plausibly identified as his letter to Ilium, and his eldest son displayed the 
same ambition in a letter to Magnesia. At about the same time, King Philip V of 
Macedonia and his son Perseus made donations for the repair of the gymnasium 
in Larissa and were named among other benefactors, some of whom also acted 
together with their relatives. A little later, the coruling brothers Eumenes II and 
Attalos II of Pergamum offered benefactions to Delphi.% 

Royal benefactions were not always financial or material; they could adopt 
various forms, including a commitment to maintaining the free status of the 
city ora friendly attitude. Familial benefactions could take these forms as well, 
as demonstrated by honorific inscriptions from asus for Antiochos III (“The 
king Antiochos the Great faithfully maintains the ancestral attitude toward all 
Greeks”) and Fumenes II (“King Fumenes, son of King Attalos and Qucen 
Apollonis, a well-disposed friend and a benefactor from his ancestors to the 
people”) and from Miletus (“King Fumenes is akin to us and a well-disposed 
friend and benefactor through ancestors and, in his love of glory, has been from 
the beginning well disposed toward all Greeks”).70 

“The beneficiary activity of Hellenistic rulers thus became an inseparable 
part of their rule, and the adherence to familial benefactions by royal heirs came 
to be regarded as one of the justifications for their claim to power. This aspect 
of royal familial generosity was probably the target of the quintessential Hel- 
lenistic historian, Polybios, when he compared the generosity toward Greek 
cities of earlier kings and those who were his contemporaries. Whether or not 
the latter really were less generous is difficult to judge. "The criticism by Polybios 
of both the stinginess of the kings and the “readiness of peoples and cities to 
accept small donations” looks very much like a rhetorical statement: we have 
evidence for the stinginess of Hellenistic rulers before the second century B.C. 
and their failures to deliver on earlier promises, while other sources indicate 


68. See also Mier I 3, 139c.42 (honorific decree for Ptolemy II, c.262-260 B.C.), Milet ] 9, 
306.50 (Eumenes II to the Ionian League, c.262-260 B.C.), I.Jasos 4.41-43 (honors for Antiochos 
III, 195-193 B.C.). 

69. SEG 36, 1218 (243—242 B.C.); 1. Ilion 37.3—8 (c.196 B.C.2); 1. Magnesia 19 (= Welles, RC, 
no. 32).15—19 (letter of son of Antiochos III), Moretti, Jscrizioni, 2:76-79, no. 102 (Larissa, 187— 
179 B.C.2); Pouilloux, Choix, 51-63, nos. 10-13 (160-159 B.C.). 

70. Î.Îasos 4-41—43 (195-193 B.C.), 6.13—15 (182 B.C.); Milet I 9, 307.2—5 (€.163—159 B.C.). 
For the contemporary representation of Hellenistic kings as benefactors of “all Greeks,” see, e.g., 
Gauthier, Cires grecques, 40-41; SEG 44, 1732bis. Was this idea inherited by Hellenistic mon- 
archs from Alexander? 
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the remarkable generosity of the Attalids and Antiochos IV in the second cen- 
tury.7! Nevertheless, Polybios's time (mid-second century) has generally been 
regarded as a period of marked decrease in royal benefactions.7? But what îs evi- 
dent is that the benefactions of the descendants were evaluated by comparing 
them with those made by their ancestors, a comparision that clearly presents royal 
benefactions as a familial activity. "The words of Polybios correspond to what we 
see in inscriptions from Asia, and therefore, the idea must have been firmly es- 
tablished by the second century and quite familiar to residents of Asian cities. 

At first, familial benefactions by city residents in Asia were not relevant 
to officeholding, such as money donations. "They could be made in the name 
of close relatives already in the late fourth century, as an inscription tentatively 
attributed to Erythrae demonstrates. Such familial benefactions continued 
throughout the Hellenistic period.75 Quite soon, however, familial benefactions 
were extended to officeholding and acquired several forms. 'Lhe offering by a 
priest-to-be ofa land plot which provided enough profit to maintain the priest- 
hood in the future secured this sacral office not only for him personally but 
for his descendants as well. "his situation, first attested in Asia in the third 
century, has been documented in 


Halicarnassus: “Poseidonios, son of Iatrocles, established for his descendants 
and those born from them, from both males and females, as well as for 
those receiving from them for sacrifice designated by the god, the land in 
Astypalaea, which borders the possessions of Antheus and Damagetes, 
and the hall. Let the eldest on the man's side use the revenues and serve 
as the priest.” 

Pergamum: ““The council and the people resolved. Let the priesthood of 
Asclepios and all other gods who have a place in the Asclepieum be- 


71. Polyb. 5.88-9o0, esp. 90.5-6. Klaus Bringmann, “Grain, Timber and Money: Hellenistic 
Kings, Finance, Buildings and Foundations in Greek Cities,” in He/fenistic economies, ed. Zophia 
H. Archibald et al. (London and New York: Routledge, 2001), 206-207. See also Aristotle's criti- 
cism of the stinginess of local notables: Po/. 1321a.36—41. Cf. a list of donations by the Attalids to 
various Greek cities in Robert, Frudes anatoliennes, 84-85, and the generosity of Antiochos IV in 
the second century B.C. in Polyb. 26.1.10, Liv. 41.20.5—8.See in general Philippe Gauthier, Gnomon 
76 (2004), 71-72. 

72. Decrease of royal benefactions: Gauthier, Cires grecques, 55-56; Klaus Bringmann, “The 
King as a Benefactor: Some Remarks on Ideal Kingship in the Age of Hellenism,” in Images and 
Ideologies: Self-definition in the IHellenistic World, ed. Anthony Bulloch et al. (Berkeley and Los 
Angeles: University of California Press, 1993), 11; Virgilio, “Cittă ellenistica,” zor; Christian 
Habicht, “Die Rolle der Kânige gegeniiber Stădte und Biinde,” in Christol and Masson, Actes du 
Xe Congres international d'Epigraphie, 166, who also noted that as the Hellenistic period was coming 
to its close, royal benefactions began to be associated with the “peripheral kings.” 

73. Î.Erythrai 228.45 (Erythrae? late 4th cent. B.C.). See BCH 57 (1933): 506 (= Robert, OMS, 
1:474), col. I, 1l.8, 10, 13, 15, and 507-509 (= Robert, OMS, 1:475-477) (Chios, 3rd cent. B.c.), SEG 
19, 578.3—4 (Chios, 3rd cent. B.c.);, Mier 1 3, 145 (= Syll.3 577).3—7 (206-205 B.C.); I.Smyrna 688.1.3, 
7, 11; 689, 690, 691.2 (Smyrna? 2nd-ast cent. B.C.). 
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long for all time to Asclepiades, son of Archios, and the descendants of 
Asclepiades.”7+ 


“The first inscription refers to an individual undertaking, but the inscrip- 
tion from Pergamum clearly concerns cults of the city. "The phrase “by descent” 
started to be used in such cases. Attalos II established his relative Athenacus, 
son of Sosander, as the priest of Zeus Sabazios “by descent,” while a syngenera 
or phyle in Mylasa sold its priesthood “by descent.” It is not difficult to imag- 
ine that such offices often ended up in the hands of very young people, either 
because there were no adults available or because of personal ambitions of the 
youngsters and their parents.7” Provided these youngsters made various sorts 
of benefactions, which became documented in Asian cities at that very time, 
no one was likely to dispute their ability to hold offices at such a young age. 
“There could be no dispute at all if their ancestors had bought these offices for 
the family. However, all these offices were sacral. 

By the second century, the words that designated the “choice” or the 
“stance” adopted by the benefactor toward the city made their way into hon- 
orific inscriptions for benefactors from among city residents in Asia.76 Hold- 
ing offices “for all time” or “by descent” also spread in the second century, 
when the benefactions of city officials were becoming a feature of city admin- 
istration. It is not surprising therefore that references to “ancestors,” after 
whom these benefactors modeled themselves, became documented in Asian 
cities in the second century, including 


a Prienean whose name does not survive: “It came to pass so that. . . [name] 
son of Thrasyboulos the son of 'Thrasyboulos, ended his life when he 
still was of a child's age, being of ancestors who were of good service to 
both the people as a whole and each of the citizens individually both in 
leitourgiai and in other archai.” 

Limnaios from Mylasa: “Limnaios, son of Ouliades, being from the begin- 
ning a zealous follower of the most virtuous deeds, and wishing to act in 
conformity with the nobleness of his ancestors, when earlier he became 
the general, performed this arche in a proper and worthy manner,” 


74. Syll5 1044 (> LSAM 72).12—20 (3rd cent. B.C.). 1 have accepted Ziebarth's interpretation 
ofoi XauBăvovres E aurâv; see Wilhelm Dittenberger ad 5y//.5 1044.14; Francizek Sokolowski ad 
LSAM 72.14. 1. Pergamon Il 251 (= Syll3 1007 = LSAM 13).6-11 (before 133 B.C.). 

75. Welles, RC, nos. 66.8-9 (Attalos III to Cyzicus, 135 B.C.), 07.12 (Attalos III to Pergamum, 
135 B.C.); I.Mylasa 304-2—3 (late Hellenistic period). Cf. Arist. 44.Pol. 42.5: one of only three rea- 
sons why an ephebos (i.€., a young boy) could absent himself from military service was when he 
inherited a priesthood held by his family (kara genous). 

76. E.g.,.Sy1l.3 569.3—6 (Cos, c.204-201 B.C.); L. Robert and ]. Robert, Claros, 1:16, col. V (= 
SEG 39, 1243.V).11-13 (late 2nd cent. B.C.), and 65, col. III (= SEG 39, 1244.111).13—15 (late 2nd 
cent. B.C.). 
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Hermias from Ilium: “The priest of all gods, Hermias, son of Skamandros, 
displayed himself as conforming to both the benevolence of his ancestors 
to the people and his own love for honor.”7 


“The “stance” and other indications of honorands merit, such as “virtue,” were 
now measured against those of their ancestors. 

References to “ancestors” appeared in inscriptions from Asia at the same 
time when emphasis started to be placed on the young age of benefactors and 
officeholders. "These references clearly reinforced the familial character of bene- 
factions, indicating that young people not only could but should follow in the 
footsteps of their generous predecessors. Officeholding by the young therefore 
developed in the context of familial generosity. Offices could be held with or on 
behalf of other family members, usually children. The evidence from Hellenis- 
tic Asia is not large, but it demonstrates that this practice, which became so wide- 
spread in Asia during the Empire, was rooted in the Hellenistic period. The only 
city office for which we have such information is the gymnasiarchia, a costly 
leitourgia, which was performed either “together with” or “for” children by local 
benefactors in Iasus and probably also in Magnesia by the Sipylus and Miletus.75 

“The familial character of benefactions implied that the family as a whole 
(i.€., not only male adults but any member of the family) was expected to take 
care of the city's well-being. Holding city offices “by descent,” which is docu- 
mented in Asian cities from the second century, put responsibility on all the 
members of the family. By putting pressure on other family members, famil- 
ial generosity strengthened “the force of custom and public opinion” which 
expected benefactions to continue.”” At the same time, familial generosity al- 
lowed young children to hold some city offices —either together with their 
parents, who met the expenses and made benefactions, or in their own right, 
but clearly as members of their families and with their support. As a further 
step in this development, the occupation of offices by children became disso- 
ciated from family traditions in the sense that children could occupy newly 
established, purchased, or eponymous offices (î.€., those that were unlikely to 
be traditionally held by the members of the same family). Our evidence for 
this concerns only religious posts, however, such as a priesthood in Cos that 
was offered to any woman not younger than ten, a priesthood in Miletus open 


77. Î.Priene 107.10 (€.130 B.C.?), 108.19-20 (after 129 B.C.) = Bringmann and von Steuben, 
Schenkungen, 1:318, no. 270 (c.150-120 B.C.), and 102 (c.r0o B.C.); .My/asa 110.3-6 (late 2nd cent. 
B.C.), 871.5-9 (Hellenistic period); 7.J/ion 52.1-3 (2nd cent. B.C.). See also, e.g., SEG 46, 1721.18 
20 (Xanthus, 196 B.c.); I.Perge 1 12.7-10 (Hellenistic period); 59/15 721.13—14 (by the people of 
Cnossus, Delos, c.1oo B.C.). There are many other examples. 

78. I.Jasos 122.3—4 (Roman period), TAM V 1343 (= 1. Magnesia am Sipylos 4).16—17 (2nd 
cent. B.C.); 1.Didyma 292.7-9 (late Hellenistic period). 

79. E.g., TAM V 1343 (> 1.Magnesia am Sipylos 4).19 (2nd cent. B.C.). See Jones, Greek 
City, 250; Kleijwegt, “Voluntary,” 66-67. 
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to any man not younger than twenty, and the eponymous priesthood of Artemis 
in Halicarnassus that was occupied by a boy late in the Hellenistic period.8 
However, in such cases too, the money was most likely provided by the family 
and the honor was extended to the whole family as well. 


Women 


An inscription from Halicarnassus indicates that women, like men, could buy 
priesthoods “for life” already in the third century.5! "The holding of sacral of- 
fices by women has been documented in Asian cities in the Hellenistic period, 
but these offices were not considered to be city archai.% From the late third 
century, though this could differ from place to place, women in Asian cities 
began, in addition to holding sacral offices, to perform various sorts of bene- 
factions, usually money donations.5 Prominent female benefactors appeared 
in Asian cities in the second century, as documented in honorific decrees for 
Archippe from Cyme (“The people honor Archippe, daughter of Dikaiogenes, 
for her excellence and goodwill toward them”) and 'Theodosia, daughter of 
Philippos, from Arcesina (“Having preferred in her love for glory that her 
goodwill toward her fatherland and her ambition be demonstrated, she prom- 
ised resources for the restoration of the city, to build with distinction a mar- 
ketplace, willing to embellish the community at her own expense”).5* By the 
end of the Hellenistic period, women came to occupy eponymous offices in 
various Asian cities: such as Magnesia by the Sipylus, where the unnamed 
daughter of Lysanias held the srephanephoria either in her own right or through 


80. „Syll.3 1012 (= PH, no. 27).8—10 (Cos, Roman period?); Miler 1 7, 203b.1-6 (c.130 B.C.); 
]. M. Cook and D. ]. Blackman, “Greek Archaeology in Western Asia Minor,” Archaeological 
Reports for 1964-65 (1965): 56 (Halicarnassus, “late Hellenistic”). Cf. 7. Jasos 4.40—41: a prytanis 
5 ETLTpOTIOV (195-193 B.C.), which was probably because of his young age, as suggested by 
Bliimel in the commentary ad hoc. 

Sr. Sy/l5 1015 (= LSAM 73).8-9 (Halicarnassus, 3rd cent. B.C.). Cf. a similar practice in Cos: 
SyIL5 sor2 (= PH, no. 27).8-10 (Roman period?). 

82. E.g., Robert, OMS, 5:474, 1.48 = Welles, RC, no. 36.10-13 (letter of Antiochos III, 
204 B.C.). The long tradition of women holding sacral offices in the Greek world: Bremen, Limits, 
27-29. 

83. E.g., in public subscriptions: Mi/er I 3, 147.8—9 (211-210 B.C.), 151.5—6, 20-21 (C.190s— 
18os B.C.). Similar evidence from the regions adjacent to Asia: Bremen, Limits, 38; Leopold Migeotte, 
“Une souscription de femmes â Rhodes,” BCH 117 (1993): 351-352 = SEG 43, 526 (4th cent. B.C.). 
It has been generally agreed that women were benefactors from the middle of the 2nd cent.; see 
Gauthier, Cires grecques, 74-75; Savalli-Lestrade, “Archippe di Kyme,” 236. But the fact that such 
terminology emerges only in the 2nd cent. does not mean that female benefactions could not have 
occurred earlier. 

84. I.Kyme 13.0-—1, 14 (after 133 B.C.) with Hellmann, Choix, 83-85, no. 26, and Franca 
Ferrandini Troisi, La donna nella societă ellenistica: Testimonianze epigrafiche (Bari: Edipuglia, 2000), 
47-49; IG XII. 7, 49.7-15 (Arcesina), dated to the first century B.C. by Gauthier, Cires grecques, 74 
n.237. 
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her father; Priene, where the stephanephoria was held by Phila, daughter of 
Apollonios; Sardis, where several female srephanephoroi are documented; and 
Apollonis, where the daughter of Promenes held the eponymous s/ephanephoria. 
In other regions of Asia Minor, the holding of eponymous offices by women is 
attested even earlier as, for example, in Aspendus, where Neuopolis, daugh- 
ter of Aphrodisios, held the eponymous Jemivurgia and donated money for a 
building project in the late third century.55 

Nondemesmen (either kings or deities) could hold eponymous offices in 
Asian cities, making it possible for women to claim such offices too. Another fa- 
vorable development was the change in the financial status of city officials, who 
began to hold priesthoods and stephanephoriai as leitourgiai already in the early 
Hellenistic period, which facilitated access to them by women provided they met 
expenses and made benefactions. Phila, daughter of Apollonios, a stephanephoros 
from Priene, built “from her own resources” a water supply to the city; the daugh- 
ter of Lysanias held the stephanephoria, either in her own right or through her 
father, in Magnesia by the Sipylus “for free”; the daughter of Promenes, who 
held the stephanephoria in Apollonis, made a money donation similar to that of 
the damiourgos Neuopolis, daughter of Aphrodisios, from Aspendus.5 The words 
that designated the beneficiary character of such officeholding were similar to 
those used in relation to male benefactors, whether in office or not. 

Officeholding by women in Hellenistic Asia also represented a continuum 
of preceding developments in city administration because the public generos- 
ity of women in Asian cities developed in the framework of familial generos- 
ity. Benefactions of women were a display of familial policy toward the city, 
as, for example, in the form of women participating in collective benefactions, 
such as subscriptions, the earliest cases of which are documented in Asia at 
the beginning of the second century.S The familial character of female gener- 
osity displayed itself also in individual benefactions, which begin to be docu- 
mented in Asia later in the second century. 'Iheodosia, daughter of Philippos, 
from Arcesina, who promised money for building a marketplace, was men- 
tioned together with her husband. Two honorific decrees by the city of Cyme 
for the benefactress Archippe proclaimed that her attitude toward the city 


85. TAMV 1343 (2 1. Magnesia am Sipylos 4).16—17 (2nd cent. B.C.); I. Priene 208 (= Ferrandini 
Troisi, La donna, 66).4—9 (early 1st cent. B.C.); Sardis VIL.1, no. 110 (funerary inscription, before 
133 B.C.); see also no. 111: Menophila, the daughter of Hermogenos (honorific inscription, before 
133 B.C.); TAM V 1208.1—2 (Apollonis, 1st cent. B.C.); Brixhe, Dia/ecte grec, 201, no. 17 2 Ferrandini 
Troisi, La donna, 59-60 (Aspendus, late 3rd cent. B.C.). See a similar inscription for another woman 
on p. 204, no. 18 (2nd cent. B.C.?), and, in general, Veligianni-Terzi, “Damiurgen,” 149-150. 

86. 1.Priene 208 (= Ferrandini 'Troisi, La donna, 66).4—9 (early 1st cent. B.C.); PAM V 1208.1— 
2 (Apollonis, 1st cent. B.C.), 1343 (= J.Magnesia am Sipylos 4).16—17 (2nd cent. B.C.); Brixhe, Dia/ecte 
grec, 201, no. 17 = Ferrandini Troisi, La donna, 59-60 (Aspendus, late 3rd cent. B.C.). 

87. Migeotte, Souscriptions, 228-229, no. 71 (> Milet ] 3, 151), which mentions two women 
among the contributors (c.19os-18os B.C.), with his commentary on pp. 371-373 (and n.157). 
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conformed with that of her ancestors: ““The people may resolve to commend 
Archippe for her nobleness and zeal which she always brings for her country”s 
benefit, acting in accordance with her ancestors” glory and following her own 
great virtue” and “Be it resolved by the people to praise Archippe, daughter 
of Dikaiogenes, for devoting herself acting in conformity with her nobleness 
which she has through her ancestors.”58 

It is not at all surprising that the statue of Archippe was to be set up on 
the same base as the statue of her father, Dikaiogenes, one of those “ancestors- 
benefactors” mentioned in the decrees in her honor.% References to female 
officials as daughters and wives highlighted the familial context of their ac- 
tivities. Phila, the first female stephanephoros in Priene; the daughter of 
Promenes, who was the stephanephoros in Apollonis; and Neuopolis, who held 
the eponymous Jamiourgia in Aspendus, were mentioned along with their 
husbands, that is, the legal guardians that every citizen woman had to have. 
“The daughter of Lysanias held the stephanephoria in Magnesia by the Sipylus 
with the help of her father and together with her brother.% 

“The change in the financial status of city officials from the late third to 
the first century gradually allowed women not only to be benefactors but also 
to hold, either personally or through their relatives, some offices in Greek cit- 
ies, namely those ofa liturgic nature. The financial status of such officials was 
becoming much more important than their age or sex. But liturgic offices had 
already been occupied by nondemesmen and did not belong to city archa. And 
although officeholding by women and children was a new development, it did 
not represent a radical break with preceding practices. "Fhe terms accompa- 
nying references to benefactions and officeholding by women and children—such 
as “to promise,” “stance,” “nobleness”—had been used in similar situations 
with respect to Hellenistic kings and members of royal families as well as adult 
male benefactors from among foreigners and city residents. Various forms of 
making benefactions were, therefore, already well established before being ex- 
tended to women and children.” Benefactions by women and children were 


Dc 


88. IG XIIL.7, 49.7—15 (Arcesina, 1st cent. B.C.);, Malay, “Three Decrees,” 2 (= SEG 33, 1040), 
1l.15—19 (dated by the editor to the late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.), and 4, 1l.47—52 = SEG 33, 1039.18 
21 (after 130 B.C.); translated by the editor. 

89. 1.Kyme 13.1—4 (after 133 B.C.). 

90. Î.Priene 208 (= Ferrandini Troisi, La donna, 66).1—3 (early 1st cent. B.C.); FAM V 1208.1— 
2 (Apollonis, 1st cent. B.C.), Brixhe, Dia/ecte grec, 201, no. 17 = Ferrandini Troisi, La donna, 59-60 
(Aspendus, late 3rd cent. B.c.); TAM V 1343 (> Î.Magnesia am Sipylos 4).10-17 (2nd cent. B.C.). 
“The only case known to me where familial affiliation was not mentioned is Sardis VIL.1, no. 1o6a: 
eri orebavn$âpov "Ardiâ unvos 1rpurov (funerary inscription, 2nd cent. B.C.). 

91. Savalli-Lestrade (“Archippe di Kyme,” 241) speaks of royal women as examples for fe- 
male benefactors from among city residents; Bremen (Limits, 12) takes a more cautious stance and 
points out that the relevant evidence is very limited. Sec, e.g., I.Jasos 4.11—14: Laodice III followed 
the example of her husband, Antiochos III, and conferred benefactions on lasus (195-193 B.C.). 
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taken as displays of familial generosity, which had also developed in the pre- 
ceding period.*? The letter of Antiochos III to Ilium in about 196 and the hon- 
orific decree for Hermias, son of Skamandros, from Ilium, in the second century 
accentuated the same values of the honorand as the later honorific decree for 
Archippe, daughter of Dikaiogenes, from Cyme: namely, the desire to act in 
conformity with the generosity of the ancestors by making personal benefac- 
tions.% Officeholding by women and children în the cities of Hellenistic Asia 
was limited to those offices that had already been reserved for benefactors and 
developed în the framework of already established ideas of familial generosity.9* 


Municipal Functions 
Term of Ofhice 


City offices in Hellenistic Asia were usually held for a year, though some could 
be occupied for more or less time. In the early Hellenistic period, certain mili- 
tary offices had terms of less than a year: the generals in Erythrae held their posts 
for four months early in the third century, and the phrourarchoi in Teos were 
also elected for four months at approximately that time.% Similar evidence in 
relation to military officials can be found throughout the Hellenistic period. 
The phrourarchoi in Priene were appointed for four months late in the third 
century. "The generals in Erythrae continued to exercise their duties for four 
months in the third and second centuries. Their counterparts from Chalcedon 
are known to have done the same in the second century.% Chronological lim- 
its were most likely set up for such offices because of their character. Military 
officials were not counted among city archontes, while the phrourarchoi in 'Leos 
were paid, which indicates that they were not city archontes.” In the case of 


92. Cf., e.g., Malay, “Three Decrees,” 4, 1l.54-55 (> SEG 33, 1039.23—24) (after 130 B.C.). It 
is difficult to agree with his view that the beneficiary activity of women was the opposite of male 
benefactions; see Savalli-Lestrade, “Archippe di Kyme,” 259-261. 

93. Î.Jlion 37.3—8 (€.196 B.C.?), 52.1-3 (2nd cent. B.C.); Malay, “Three Decrees,” 2 (= SEG 
33, 1040), Il.15—19, dated by the editor to the late 2nd-early 1st century B.C. 

94. "The familial context of the involvement of women and children in city administration 
has been discussed almost exclusively with respect to the Roman period by Braunstein (“Die 
politische Wirksamkeit”), Quass (Honoratiorenschicht), Bremen (Limits, 82—113), and Kirbihler 
(“Femmes magistrats,” esp. 73-75). The examination of political and administrative activities of 
the young in the Greek east by Kleijwegt (Ancient Youth, 221-272) has almost nothing to say about 
the Hellenistic period. 

95. Î.Erythrai 24.3—4 (€.277-275 B-C.), 29.15—17 (270-260 B.C.), 114.30—31 (3rd cent. B.C.); 
Robert, OMS, 7:209 (= SEG 26, 1306), Il.8—r2 (Teos, early zrd cent. B.C.). 

96. I.Priene 19.6-8 (2nd half of 3rd cent. B.C.2); Î.Erythrai 33.8—10 (3rd cent. B.C.), 112.12— 
13 (2nd cent. B.C.); I.Ka/chedon 1.73—75 (€.172 B.C.). 

97. Robert, OMS, 7:299 (= SEG 26, 1306), ll.29—30 (early 3rd cent. B.C.). 
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the phrourarchoi, the emphasis was placed on the guarantee that they return 
the fortress to the city after the term of their duty expired. For this reason, 
they had to possess property that was free of debt and of a value no less than 
four talents. Similar requirements were established in relation to other offi- 
cials who dealt with public property.% 

In Miletus, the treasurers are documented as performing their duties for 
one month early in the third century and the prytaners at some unknown date. 
In the latter case, however, everything depends on the suggested restoration of 
just one inscription, in which the verb pryraneuein could be applied not only to 
the prytaneis but also to other colleges in Miletus, such as the treasurers.” In 
Miletus, references to the six months” term of the treasurers started to be made 
late in the third century.!% For what reason? There s no direct evidence to prove 
that the office of the treasurers became a /e:tourgia. But the formula “the trea- 
surers of sacral property who are in the Didymean sanctuary” was changed to 
“the treasurers of sacral property who attend to the sanctuary” in the middle of 
the third century.!0! "The new formula indicates that these treasurers became a 
part of sacral administration. "The introduction of the limit of six months thus 
resulted not from an increase in the financial burden on the treasurers in the 
Didymeion but from a change in their status. Similar to the treasurers in the 
Didymeion, the prytaneis, irrespective of whether they formed a part of the city 
council or not, and the treasurers in Miletus were organized as colleges. "These 
changes in term of office therefore took place inside colleges, that is, not in rela- 
tion to individual city offices.1% "There is no evidence to prove that any of these 
changes was directly caused by growing financial burdens on city officials. It is 
also unlikely that the term of six months of the astynomo: in Cnidus or the judges 
in Magnesia resulted from their need to meet expenses in office.105 


98. E.g., IG XIL.6, 172a.37—42: each of the purchasers of grain had to have property of no 
less than three talents (Samos, c.250 B.C.? as one of the suggested datings). 

99. SyIl.3 368.38-39 (289-288 B.c.), dated to 287-281 B.c. by Miiller, Vo/psbeschhisse, 41 n.53; 
Milet | 7, 203a.22—26 (c.130 B.c.), Robert, OMS, 2:1355, no. 3.3—4: [oi mpurăveis oi 1rpurave] 
vo(a)vres Tov [Meravyerruiâva KTĂ.]. The verb pryraneuein: e.g., Milet 17, 203a.22—26 (c.130 B.C.). 

100. Î.Didyma 447.1—5 (C.224—223 B.C.), 450 (€.219—218 B.C.?), 453 (C.211—210 B.C.), 454 (€.200 
B.C.?), 461 (c.183—182 B.C.), 462 (c.182-—181 B.C.), 463 (€.178—177 B-C.), 404 (€.177-176 B.C.), 465 
(c.176-175 B.C.), 466 (c.171-—170 B.C.), 4608 (c.166-—165 B.C.), 4609 (c.165—164 B.C.), 470 (c.162-—161 
B.C.), 472 (mid.—2nd cent. B.C.), 476 (2nd-1st cent. B.C.), 475 (c.100 B.C.). 

ror. "The first formula (0i raulai Tov lepov xpnuăTuv oi kaTă Tă Lepov TO ev ASvuots): 
1.Didyma 431.1—4 (272-271 B.C.), 432 (271-270 B.C.), 433 (270-269 B.C.), the second (0i Tania 
Tâv tepâv xpnudTuwv kai 1rapepevovres ev Ti tepi): 440 (late rd cent. B.C.), 442.1—4 (259— 
233 B.C.), 443 (258-233 B.C.), 445 (226-225 B.C.), 446 (225—224 B.C.). 

102. Gschnitzer, “Prytanis,” 764; Miller, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 36-37, 54 n.103. The Milesian 
treasurers as a college: /.Didyma 480.19—21 (209-298 B.C.); Milet 1 3, 147.50—52 (211-210 B.C.). This 
probably was the case with the nomophy/akes in Priene as well; see /.Priene 3.17—19 (334-333 B.C.), 
91 (2nd cent. B.C.). 

103. Î.Knidos 1 37 with SEG 49, 1431 (Hellenistic period); .Magnesia 99.15—16 (early 2nd 
cent. B.C.). 
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Even in the second century and afterward, not every term of less than a 
year had to be connected with financial obligations. But these financial obli- 
gations emerged at that very time. It is also in the second century that inscrip- 
tions referring to officeholding “for the whole year” surfaced in Asian cities, 
thus implying that officeholding for a year must have become something that 
deserved special mention. Such references were accompanied by a description 
of the benefactions made by these officeholders. For example, the local bene- 
factor Hermias, son of Skamander, from Ilium, held an office “for the whole 
year” and “chose” to perform numerous benefactions during that time.10% 
“Choice,” “stance,” and other similar words were necessary components of 
honorific decrees for benefactors. Holding office “for the whole year” became 
a benefaction too. 

“The earliest evidence for an office being held in a city of Hellenistic Asia 
for more than a year seems to be an inscription in honor of Apellis from Priene 
late in the fourth century: “Having been elected by the people as the secre- 
tary in legal trials and in charge ofand command over public records, Apellis, 
son of Nikophon, coming before the peoples assembly, has declared that all 
the years during which he had served were twenty, of which for fourteen years 
he performed the secretaryship to the generals for free, and freed the people 
from the expenditures allotted according to the laws to the secretary of the 
nomophylakes and timouchoi.”105 His secretaryship to these colleges was not only 
a leitourgia but also voluntary, which presents another instance of funding that 
was expressly declined. Apellis held these offices, both in the city and at the 
college of the generals, as voluntary /e;tourgiai, which probably explains why 
he could keep them for so long. "The situation on administrative levels other 
than that of the entire city was the same. For example, the overseer of the 
temple of Apollo in Didyma held his office for ten years because he had prom- 
ised to hold it for free. The same practice has been documented in other re- 
gions of the Greek world at that time.1% 

“The expression “for life” is not encountered in relation to holding secular 
offices in Asia till the very end of the Hellenistic period. But the idea of hold- 
ing city offices “for life” had already been developing gradually. At first, it 
concerned only religious offices, and only those that were purchased. "The 
money provided by the purchaser was enough to leave the office in his or her 
hands “for life”, as documented in the third century in such Asian cities as 
Calchedon (“The purchaser of the priesthood of Twelve Gods will be the priest 
for life”), Halicarnassus (““The purchaser of the priesthood will be the priest- 
ess for life”), and 'Lheangela (“Aristides, son of Iatrocles, bought the priest- 


104. I.I/ion 52.46 (2nd cent. B.C.). 

105. I.Priene 4.5—8, 14-20 (c€.332—c.326 B.C.). 

106. I.Didyma 132.10-13 (late 2nd cent. B.c.); SyIl.5 1103.5—8, 11-12 (a Fhiasos in Attica, 
C.200 B.C.). 
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hood of Zeus Nemesios for life.).”1% Inscriptions from other Asian cities refer 
to the sale of priesthoods “for life” (Thebes in Mycale), “as long as he lives” 
(Priene), “forever” (Mylasa), and “for all time” (Pergamum).!% In one such 
case at an administrative level other than that of the entire city, Hegemandros, 
son of Menekrates, obtained the priesthood of Hermes of the /ampadistai in 
Patmos after he had promised to finance “at his own expense” sacrifices to this 
deity for the rest of his life.1W 

It thus became possible to buy “for life” or “forever” certain sacral offices 
that were gradually becoming a part of city administration. The practice of 
defraying expenses by city officials and making promises of benefactions by 
those who aspired to become officials was gaining momentum. It occurred 
naturally, therefore, that by the very end of the Hellenistic period city offices 
also, started to be held for more than one year and thus turned into /ertourgiai, 
as demonstrated by the following inscription from Cyme: “He who was 
the gymnasiarch for the fourth time and promised the gymnastarchia for his 
lifetime and dedicated plots of land so that after his decease he will be the 
gymnasiarch in perpetuity.”110 

“The establishment ofa fund that would cover official expenses was another 
form of purchase of the office and had previously been possible only for priestly 
offices. Expressions referring to “in perpetuity,” which designated financial 
provisions made by the generous official for the purpose of maintaining his of- 
fice for the future,!!! are reminiscent of “for life” and “by descent” from inscrip- 
tions of the late Hellenistic period. In each case the person provided financing 
for the office. Although the expression “in perpetuity” and its cognates are en- 
countered in Asia only in the imperial period, their appearance capped a long 
process of development that started in the Hellenistic period. 


Interrelahonships among Offices 


Some have already noted that the administration of ancient Greek cities was 
not hierarchical in structure.!!? Nevertheless, different /pypo-offices are men- 


107. I.Kalchedon 13.2—4 (rd cent. B.C.), Syll.5 ror2 (= PH, no. 27).8-10 (Cos, Roman pe- 
riod?), 1015 (= LSAM 73).8-9 (Halicarnassus, 3rd cent. B.c.), ZPE 34 (1979): 211, no. 1.1-4 
(Theangela, 3rd cent. B.C.). 

108. LSAM 40.3—4 (Thebes, 3rd cent. B.C.); J.Priene 174.3—4 (2nd cent. B.C.), 201.6—7 (c.200 
B.C.), 202b.1 (c.2nd cent. B.C.); /.Mylasa 305.8-9 (2nd cent. B.C.); 7. Pergamon II 251 (= Syll.3 1007 = 
LSAM 13).6-11 (before 133 B.C.). See also Parker and Obbink, “Sales of Priesthoods on Cos: I,” 416- 
417, N0. 1.39-40: purchase of priesthood for life (c.125 B.C.?); see 424 (no. 6) with other examples. 

109. Sy/l.3 1068 (with 4,544 25-26 [1962-1964 (1965)], 332, no. 32).13—17, 22-23 (2nd cent. B.C.). 

110. Î.Kyme 102.3—4 (1st cent. B.C.). 

rr. Adolf Wilhelm, in Heberdey and Wilhelm, Reisen, 1597 und 1892, 154; Robert, Docu- 
menis de l'Asie Mineure meridionale, 81-86; Jones, Greek City, 175. 

112. Busolt, „Sraatskunde, 2:1059; Hansen, Arhenian Democracy, 229. 
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tioned in inscriptions from Miletus (“Let it be copied by the /ypogrammateus 
of the council”), Smyrna (“The agoranomos for the second time Nikolaos, son 
of Apollonios, the /ypagoranomos Diokles”), and Pergamum (“Let the sacri- 
fice be conducted, with all honor, on his behalf during the festival of Hermes 
by the gymnasiarch and hypogymnasiarch”).1!5 Similar officials have been 
encountered in other parts of the Hellenistic world. For example, the /ypokeryx 
in Roman Athens is thought to have been nominated by the herald (feryx) 
himself,!!+ though it is uncertain if the same explanation can be suggested for 
the /ypo-officials in Hellenistic Asia. No information has survived about how 
hypo-officials were elected, to whom they were responsible, and what their 
financial status was in Asian cities during the Hellenistic period. But the pre- 
fix hypo- clearly points to the subordinate position of such officials, and /ypo- 
offices emerge in Asian inscriptions only in the late third century. 

“The development of subordinate relations in Asian cities during the Hel- 
lenistic period can also be traced in other ways. From about the middle of the 
third century but on a much larger scale in the second century, inscriptions 
from Asia mention various archi-offices in cities as a whole and in various so- 
cial organizations.!!5 None of these archi-offices were considered city archai, 
but the use of archi- reflected the general development of subordinate rela- 
tions. At least some of these offices may have required financial expenditures 
from their holders: in one of the Prienean inscriptions the arc/itheoria was 
counted among the main city /eitourgiai. 116 

Inscriptions from various cities of Asia in the third century started using 
the phrase “together with” by applying such prepositions as syn, peri, and meta 
in relation to members of various administrative colleges. he word syn was 
used with synarchontes, generals, paraprytaneis, and grammatophylakes in 'Leos. 
“The word peri was applied to the treasurers in Olymos, generals in Metropo- 


113. Milet | 3, 147.10—11, 24-26 (211-210 B.C.); cf. IG XIL.1, 731.23 (Camirus, Hellenistic 
period), F.Delphes IIL.4, 365.2 (225-220 B.C.); 1..Smyrna 779-417 (2nd-1st cent. B.C.); Î. Pergamon 
II 256.14-16 (c. late Hellenistic period); cf. JG XI.4, 1151 (Delos, 3rd cent. B.C.), 1152, 1153 (2nd 
cent. B.C.);, PH, nos. 34.21 (Cos, 3rd cent. B.C.), 114.1—3 (Cos, Hellenistic period?). 

114. Hermann Rohl, Beitrâge zur griechischen Epigraphik (Berlin: Druck von ]. Drăger's 
Buchdruckerei |C. Feicht], 1876), 9, 1l.1-4 (Teos, 3rd-2nd cent. B.C.); ]. Robert and L. Robert, 
BE 1961, no. 269 (Athens, late 2nd cent. A.D.). 

115. Archidikastes: 1.Mylasa 126.3—4 (late 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.); cf. IG XI.4, 1131a.1—4 
(Delos, 167-146 B.C.). Archpriest: ]. Robert and L. Robert, Amyzon, 1:151—153, no. 15b.1—4 (197— 
196 B.C.). Architheoros: Î.Priene 174.27 (2nd cent. B.C.); IG XIL.6, 11 (= SEG 1, 366).30-31 (Samos, 
243-242 B.C. or later); cf. /. Magnesia 35.26 (Same, 189 B.C.), 44.37 (Corcyra, 2nd cent. B.C.2), 81.1— 
2 (Antioch-near-Pisidia? Hellenistic period?); JG X1.2, 203.33, 34 38 (Delos, 269 B.C.), 244.7 (Delos, 
265-255 B.C.); BE 1953, no. 152, p. 157 (Cos, Hellenistic period). Archizacoros: CIG UL 4470 
(Laodicea ad Mare, late Hellenistic period?) 7. Lindos 70.5 (early 3rd cent. B.C.). For such offices in 
social organizations, see, e.g., on archithiasites: SEG 41, 1329a.6 (Carain near Attalea in Pamphylia, 
2nd cent. B.C.), and Bradley H. McLean, “Hierarchically Organized Associations on Delos,” in Ari 
di XI Congresso Internazionale, 1:362 (and n.3), 369-370. 

116. Î.Priene 174.27 (2nd cent. B.C.). 
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lis, and prytaneis in Stratonicea, and meta to the generals in Cyzicus and kosmoi 
in 'Teos.!!7 'The word synarchia, which denoted “collective office” in Asian 
inscriptions already at the beginning of the Hellenistic period in, for example, 
Priene and Samos, acquired by the second century a new meaning as a desig- 
nation for officials who were subordinate to the one who had the predominant 
position in the college. An inscription of the mid-second century from 'Leos 
refers to the synarchontes who held their office together with Metrodoros, son 
of Metrodoros.118 

It was only a short step to the appearance of special designations for the 
highest position in a college. At the end of the second century, we encounter 
the Poul/archos in Miletus. "This word is usually translated as “the chairman of 
the city council.”1!7 Another way to designate the predominant position în a 
college was by use of “the first” (protos), as in Samian inscriptions of the sec- 
ond century that refer to the “first archon of the generals.”1% Similar develop- 
ments were taking place on administrative levels lower than that of the entire 
city, including phyla: in Cyzicus and various social organizations, such as those 
ofthe Samothrakistai, mysta:, and Attalistai in "Teos, as well as mysta: in south- 
ern Asia Minor.!?! The development of subordinate relations took place only 
inside administrative colleges and social organizations and therefore did not 
create any hierarchical structure in Asian city administration. 


Mulnple Terms and Holding Multiple Offices 


Already early in the Hellenistic period some people could hold offices in Asian 
cities for more than a year, as did Apellis, son of Nikophon, who served as a 
secretary for various administrative colleges in Priene for many years. Such a 
long term can probably be explained by the liturgic character of his office and 


117. „Syn: the synarchontes and paraprytaneis in BCE 4 (1880): 164, no. 21 (Teos, mid-2nd cent. 
B.C.);, generals in LW 1558b (Leos, c.180 B.c.), BCH 4 (1880): 173, no. 33, col. 2 (Teos, 2nd cent. 
B.C.);, grammatophylakes in BCE 4 (1880): 173, no. 33, col. 3 (Leos, 2nd cent. B.C.). Peri: 1.Mylasa 
866.9-—10 (Olymos, c.3rd cent. B.C.); Metropolis T A, 1l.2—3 (c.131-130 B.C.); Î.Stratonikeia 1038.1— 
3 (ast cent. B.C.?). Meta: Maier, Mauerbauinschrifien, 1:210, no. 59.2-5 (Cyzicus, qth-ard cent. B.C.); 
LW 68b.12-13 (Leos, c.200 B.C.). 

118. Î.Priene 10.26 (qth cent. B.C.), 14.21 (c.286 B.C.); IG XIL.6, 30.19 (Samos, c.306—301 B.C.); 
BCH 4 (1880): 164, no. 21, col. 1 (Teos, mid-2nd cent. B.C.). 

110. Milet | 3, 168.6 (late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.); cf. Wilhelm, APademieschriflen, 1:38, 
[1.1214 (Troezen, 4th cent. B.c.), S$y/1.3 530.14—15 (Dyme, 3rd-2nd cent. B.C.). See Schânfelder, 
“Stădtischen und Bundesbeamten,” 89; Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 191; Larsen, Representative 
Government, ŢI. 

120. E.g., IG XIL.6, 4604.1-6 (Samos, 1st cent. B.C.). The first archon among the generals: 
1. Hadrianoi und Hadrianeia 135 (Hadrianea, A.D. 170) with Dmitriev, “Notes,” 107. 

121. Maier, Mauerbauinschrifien, 1:210, no. 59.2-5 (Cyzicus, qth-3rd cent. B.C.), BCH 4 
(1880): 164, no. 21.5, 7 (Teos, mid-2nd cent. B.C.), with the editorial commentary ad hoc; SEG 41, 
1329b.19 and 1330.2: the archimystes and mysteriarches (Carain near Attalea in Pamphylia, imperial 
period). 
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also by the fact that secretaryships were not counted among city archai.! Early 
in the Hellenistic period military officials too could be appointed more than 
once because they were not city archontes. Nymphon, son of Protarchos, was 
appointed a phrourarchos for the second time in Priene early in the third cen- 
tury. "The phrourarchia in 'Leos could be held every fifth year at that time. Later, 
similar evidence comes from Mylasa, Claros, and other places.!7 

“The earliest evidence for city archai being held for more than one term in 
Asian cities concerns eponymous offices. "The god Apollo held the srephanephoria 
in Miletus for the first time in 332—331 and for the second in 312—311; in total, 
he held this office about thirty times.12* Most such evidence comes, however, 
from the third century and later, as, for example, in Stratonicea, Colophon, and 
Heraclea by the Latmus.17% In the second century, this practice was extended to 
humans, as witnessed in inscriptions referring to the city stephanephoria being 
held for the second time in Priene and Iasus.!?6 Moschion, son of Kydimos, was 
elected as antigrapheus twice in Priene. Nikolaos, son of Apollonios, was twice 
agoranomos in Smyrna, and one of his compatriots held this office four times. 
"The holding of the secretaryship for four times was possible in Halicarnassus. 
The anonymous gymnasiarch from Cyme held the gymnastarchia four times. 
Lyson, son of Demosthenes, from Xanthus, was the gymnasiarch twice. The 
same development also occurred on lower administrative levels: the /ampadistai 
in Patmos honored Hegemandros, son of Menekrates, who was the gymnasiarch, 
presumably of their college, seven times.177 

“The evidence for the accumulation of offices in Asian cities can be divided 
into two groups. 'The first consists of similar offices held simultaneously on 
different administrative levels or in different social organizations. For example, 


122. Î.Priene 4.15—17 (€.333—€.326 B.C.). The direct evidence that we have for this distinc- 
tion in Asia is known, however, only from the Roman period; see LW 1611: un5evi cEcoTw pre 
dpxovr. uiTe ypaunarei unire [i5ur]m (Aphrodisias, 1st cent. A.D.); JGR III 649 (= TAM II 
838d).6-8 (Idebessus, 2nd cent. A.D.). But see a similar attitude in Hellenistic Athens in Lys. 30.29: 
vroypauuaredoai uev ovk eEeoTi 5is Tov avură Tîj dxi) TÂ avTi. 

123. Î.Priene 22.7-8 (c.270-262 B.C.), Robert, OMS, 7:299 (= SEG 26, 1306), l.15—16 (Teos, 
early 3rd cent. B.C.); .Mylasa 110.5-6 (late 2nd cent. B.C.); L. Robert and ]. Robert, C/aros, 1:04, 
col. II (= SEG 39, 1244.11).7-9 (late 2nd cent. B.C.); /.Magnesia g1c.2 (Actolia, 193 B.C.?). 

124. Milet | 3, 122.83 (332—331 B.C.), 123.5 (312-311 B.C.), 123.18 (209-298 B.C.). See Rob- 
ert, Hellenica, 2:54-55; Sherk, “ Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, IV,” 231. 

125. Î.Stratonikeia 4.3—5 (Panamara, 198 B.C.); Robert, He//enica, 2:55 and Robert K. Sherk, 
“The Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, III: The Register,” ZPE 88 (1991): 241 (Colophon); 
SyIl3 633 (= Milet 1 3, 130).26-27 (treaty with Miletus, c.185-184 B.C.?). 

126. Î.Priene 107.1—2 (€.130 B.C.?), 109.1-2, 189-191 (€.120s B.C.), 1. Jasos 196.1-2 (c. mid 
2nd cent. B.C.?). 

127. Î.Priene 108.217-218 (after 129 B.C.) = Bringmann and von Steuben, Sc/henkungen, 1:318, 
no. 270 (c.150-120 B.C.); 1.Smyrna 779-4-7 (2nd-1st cent. B.C.); cf. 780 (late Hellenistic-early im- 
perial period?), GBM IV 888.8 (Halicarnassus, 2nd cent. B.C.), I.Kyme 102.3—4 (1st cent. B.C.); 
SEG 46, 1721.25-28, 38-39, 44-45 (Xanthus, 196 B.c.), 5/1. 1068 (= ASAA 25-26 [1962-1964 
(1965)]: 332, no. 32).6-14 (Patmos, 2nd cent. B.C.). 
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Apellis, son of Nikophon, from Priene, was the secretary to the city and to a 
college at the same time. A person could be the gymnasiarch of different so- 
cial organizations simultaneously.12 "The second group, documented for the 
first time in the late third century, consists of cases in which a person holds 
different offices at the same time. "These could be such offices as those of the 
agonothetes and priest in Priene and Teos, the stephanephoros and priest in 
Mylasa, the gymnasiarch and stephanephoros in Magnesia by the Sipylus, or 
the prytanis and priest in Pergamum. Some of them were clearly joint offices, 
like those in 'Teos and Pergamum, which were occupied by eponymous offi- 
cials of these cities.1% Sometimes we do not know which office was the second 
to be acquired, as in an inscription from Claros, where the agonothesia can be 
suggested.130 

“The reasons for the multiple terms and accumulation of city offices are not 
always clear from these inscriptions. But what information we have points to the 
liturgical character of these offices, which meant that their holders had to meet 
expenses. The god Apollo is thought to have occupied the stephanephoriai in 
Miletus because the financial difficulties of the city resulted in the lack of any 
wealthy person who would agree to hold this office. The gymnasiarch Lyson, 
son of Demosthenes, from Xanthus, was asked by the people to hold the 
2ymnasiarchia for another year because he had spent a lot when in office.15! 
Lysanias from Magnesia by the Sipylus held the gymnastarchia and stephanephoria 
and was responsible for numerous benefactions to the people of his city. During 
the year when he was the pryrtanis Menippos managed the sporting competitions 
in a way that was acknowledged to be exemplary, which was likely to imply his 
generosity, and he made various benefactions to the citizens and other residents 
of Claros.!%2 Multiple terms and accumulation of city offices thus reflected 
changes in the financial and social status of city officials in the second century. 


128. I.Priene 4.0—20 (c.333—c.326 B.C.). The gymnasiarchia: 1.Priene 99.20—21 (€.100 B.C.), 
113.114—115 (after 84 B.C.). Cf. 111.311—312 (early st cent. B.C.). 

129. LW 93.1 (Teos, 3rd-2nd cent. B.c.), CIG II 3068a.1-2, 16-18, 3070 (Leos, 2nd cent. 
B.C.); I.Mylasa 123.1—3 (late grd-early 2nd cent. B.c.); TAM V 1343 (= 1. Magnesia am Sipylos 4).4— 
6 (2nd cent. B.C.); I. Pergamon Il 258.1 (c. late Hellenistic period); Worrle, “Pergamon um 133 v. 
Chr.,” 544, Il. and 22 (late 2nd cent. B.C.) and the editor's commentary on pp. 550-554, where he 
restores a fragmented inscription that refers to a similar official. 

130. L. Robert and ]. Robert, C/aros, 1:65, col. II (= SEG 39, 1244.11).29—39 (late 2nd cent. 
B.C.). 

131. Milet 1 3, 122.83 (332-331 B.C.); see Robert, He//enica, 2:54—55 (and n.9), Sherk, “Epony- 
mous Officials of Greek Cities, IV,” 231; and, in general, Quass, Fonoratiorenschicht, 201-295. SEG 
46, 1721.25-—28 (Xanthus, 196 B.C.). 

132. TAM V 1343 (> I.Magnesia am Sipylos 4).6—11 (2nd cent. B.C.); L. Robert and ]. Rob- 
ert, Claros, 1:69, col. II (= SEG 39, 1244.11).30—41 (late 2nd cent. B.C.). 
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Individual Cities 


Miletus, Priene, Samos 


During the half century since David Magie noted that the extant documents yield 
little information about “the details of government and the actual administra- 
tion of public affairs in the Asian city-states during the Hellenistic period,” not 
only has the amount of evidence at our disposal increased substantially, but it 
also has become significantly better known and, on the whole, much more con- 
veniently organized.! Different Asian cities have left varying amounts of infor- 
mation, and principles of administration were not similar everywhere. One of 
the best ways to approach the development of Asian cities during the Hellenis- 
tic period is, therefore, to focus on those for which we have the most evidence. 


Miletus 


Milesian decrees were not necessarily evenly spread through the whole Helle- 
nistic period.2 The treaty of isopolity with Istros, which Louis Robert dated 
very broadly to the late fourth or third century, can be placed with a series of 
similar documents which all fall either before 323 or, judging by the mention 
of the overseers, in the late 28os (e.g., a decree of a similar type concerning 
Cnidus).5 There seems to be a gap in the legislative activity of Miletus from 


1. Magie, Roman Rule, 59. 

2. În order to avoid confusion with documents of other types, I define as decrees those in- 
scriptions that contain such words as c5ote(v), 5e56x0a., Yves, or their cognates. See also Rhodes 
and Lewis, Decrees, 557-558. 

3. Robert, OMS, r:roo-10r. Milet 1 3, 135 (= Syll.5 273 = Staatsvertrăge III 407, see VI 1, 
p. 169): eisaphixis with Sardis (334-323 B.C.), 137 (see VI 1, p. 171): friendship with Cyzicus (334-— 
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the death of Alexander to the very late fourth or early third century. [wo other 
decrees have a very broad dating of “early third century,” which makes it pos- 
sible to place them in the 28os too.* As a result, Milesian decrees from the 
Hellenistic period can be very approximately divided into five groups: c.334 
to c.323, late fourth-—early third century to c.282, c.262 to c.260 (only two de- 
crees and both relevant to the relations of Miletus with Ptolemy II), c.234 to 
c.196, and c.185 to c.158.5 

“The minting of coins by a Greek city did not inevitably demonstrate that 
the city was autonomous.€ But if used along with the evidence for a city's leg- 
islative activity, coinage can serve as important indicator that a city was not a 
subject city.7 "The dating of the surviving coins from Miletus can be only ap- 
proximate, and neither its extant decrees nor its coins are necessarily chrono- 
logically representative. But it seems more than a coincidence that decrees and 
coinage are not documented in Miletus during three periods. There are no coins 
and no firmly dated decrees in the period from about 323 to 313—312, that is, 


323 B.C.); 142: isopolity with Phygela (334-317 B.C.). See also a similar treaty of isopolity with Olbia, 
SyIL3 286 (= Milet 1 3, 136) (c.325—311 B.C.), whose surviving lines do not contain such words as 
cote, 5e56x0at, or the like. Cf. Mi/er 1 3, 138 (= Migeotte, Emprunt public, 299, no. 96): honors 
to Cnidus for loan of money (282 B.C.). 

4. Milet 1 3, 32; 1. Didyma 483. 

5. C.334c.323: Milet 13, 1353 (> Sy1l.5 273 > Staatsvertrăge Ul 407) (334-323 B-C.), 137 (334 
323 B.C.), 142 (334-317 B.C.). Judging by the character of these inscriptions, this group should prob- 
ably include 5/75 286 = Milet | 3, 136 (c.325—311 B.C.), and Robert, OMS, 1:100: isopolity with 
Istros. "The latter inscription should be put in the next group according to the dating that Robert 
attributed to it. Late 4th/early 3rd cent.—c.282: 7. Didyma 479 (300-299 B.C.), 480 (209-298 B.C.), 
483 (early 3rd cent. B.C.), Mier 1 1, o (289-288 B.C.); 1 3, 32 (early zrd cent. B.C.), 138 = Migeotte, 
Emprunt public, 299, no. 96 (282 B.c.). C.262-c.260: Milet 1 3, 139b and c. C.234-c.196: Milet 1 3, 
33a-—g (for datings to late 23os-early 220s B.C., see Milet VI 1, p. 161), dated to c.200-180 B.C. by 
Christian Habicht, “Milesische 'Theoren in Athen,” Chiron 21 (1991): 325-329; Milet 1 3, 37 with 
VI 1, pp. 162-163 (229-228 B.c.), Milet I 3, 39 (c.200 B.c.), 141 = Î.Kios T 3 (c.230 B.C.), with 
Habicht, “Milesische Theoren in Athen,” 327; 143a with VI 1, p. 176 (212-211 B.C.); 145 with VI 
1, p. 178 (206-205 B.C.); 146a (= Staatsvertrăge IL 539) with VI 1, p. 178 (215-214 B.C.); 147 with 
VI 1, pp. 180 (211-210 B.C.), dated to 203-204 B.C. by Migeotte, Emprunt public, 304, no. 97; Syll.5 
590 (c.196 B.C.). C.185—c.158: Milet 1 3, 150, with Peter Herrmann in Mier VI 1, pp. 185-186, and 
Herrmann, “Milet au II siccle a.C.,” 112, 114 (c.185-184 B.C.?); | 9, 307 (c.163-159 B.C.);, ÎM 15 
(1965): 73-74, no. 1 (Miletus, c.165 B.C.); I.Didyma 142 (c.165 B.C.), 448 (c.159-158 B.C.). 

6. The relationship between coinage and sovereignty has been discussed in many works: e.g., 
Robert, OMS, 6:135; Thomas R. Martin, Sovereienty and Coinage in Classical Greece (Princeton: 
Princeton UP, 1985); Georges Le Rider, La naissance de la monnaie: Pratiques monctaires de l'Orient 
ancien (Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 2001); Christopher Howgego, “Why Did Ancient 
States Strike Coins?” NC 150 (1990): 1-25. 

7. "The amount of literature on how the status of “subject” and “free” cities was defined is 
immense, and the debate seems to be far from over. In this study understand as “subject” any city 
that was governed by an outside authority; so, €.g., Bickerman, Institutions, 133-156; Welles, “Greek 
Liberty,” 29-47; Rainer Bernhardt, “Imperium und Eleutheria” (diss., University of Hamburg, 
1971), 4-32. 
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until the restoration of e/eutheria and autonomia to Miletus by Antigonos.8 
“The second period when no Milesian decrees are known lasts from about 282 
to c.262, and there was no coinage from about 281 to 259.9 This period's er- 
minus post quem can be connected with the heavy contribution, imposed on 
this city by Lysimachos, which probably reflected the deteriorated status of 
Miletus. "The terminus ante quem likely is the restoration of e/eutheria and 
demokratia in Miletus after the city overthrew a local tyrant with the help of 
Antiochos II soon after the latter came to the throne.!0 After this, a new list 
of the Milesian stephanephoroi began, as also happened after the restoration 
of autonomia în 313—312.1! It was also after 259 that Miletus renewed trea- 
ties with Cretan cities.!? 

“The choice of the time from about 259 to 246 as a separate period in the 
coinage of Miletus has been questioned on several grounds. 'Thus, a labyrinth 
countermark, which we find on one of the coins attributed to the period from 
about 259 to 246 has been connected with the Milesian involvement with Cretan 
mercenaries late in the third century.!5 But this countermark is more likely re- 
lated to the above-mentioned renewal by Miletus of treaties with Cretan cities 
in the mid-third century. The period from about 259 to 246 has also been con- 
sidered too short for a variety of monetary types attributed to it.!* But even 
such royal mints as Alexandria Troas and Ilium had no coinage of Seleucos II.15 


8. Deppert-Lippitz, Miinzprăgung Milets, 22-64: Milesian coinage was minted from c.335— 
334 to c.323 B.C. and from c.313—312 to c.290 B.C; Milet 1 3, 123.2—4 (313-312 B.C.); see also Diod. 
19.75.4. See Giinther, Orakel von Didyma, 53. 

9. Deppert-Lippitz, Minzprăgung Milets, 70-90: Miletus had its own coinage from c.29o to 
c.281 and from c.2539 to 246. 

10. Muller, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 74 (n.48). See, however, Stanley M. Burstein, “Lysimachus and 
the Greek Cities of Asia Minor: The case of Miletus,” Ancient World 3 (1980): 73-79. The restora- 
tion of e/eutheria and demokratia: OGI 226.49 with Wilhelm Dittenberger's commentary ad hoc; 
App. Syr. 65; Magie, Roman Rule, 97. Cf. Milet 1 3, 139 (c.262-—260 B.C.) with Jacob Seibert, 
“Ptolemaios I. und Milet,” Chiron 1 (1971): 159. 

1. Giinther, Orakel/ von Didyma, 53; ct. Magie, Roman Rule, 932. It remains uncertain if the 
treaty of friendship and military alliance between Miletus and Ptolemy II (M/er 1 3, 139) can serve 
by itself as proof for the free status of Miletus, as Seibert (“Ptolemaios,” 156-160) seems to think. 
Similar treaties could be concluded by politically inferior and subject cities, e.g., Euromus's treaty 
of military alliance with Antiochos III: SEG 43, 707.7-8 (soon after 197 B.C.). 

12. Milet] 3, 140 (> Staatsvertrăge IN 482.1).4—7 (c.260-220 B.C.). See Pierre Brulc, La piraterie 
cretoise hellenistique (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1978), 6-12; Angelos Chaniotis, Die Vertrăge zwischen 
kretischen Stădten in der hellenistischen Zeit (Stuttgart: F. Steiner, 1996), 33—35: €.259—250 B.C. 

13. Philip Kinns, “The Coinage of Miletus,” NC 146 (1986): 256. 

14. Kinns, “Coinage,” 253. 

15. Edward T. Newell, 7e Coinage of the Western Seleucid Mints from Seleucos I to Antiochos 
III (New York: American Numismatic Society, 1941), 332-336, made clear a break between 246 
and c.241 when we encounter the coinage by Antiochos Hierax (pp. 336-346), after whose rule the 
Seleucid coinage ceased at Alexandria "Troas; see also Marianna Ricl, Inschriflen von Alexandreia 
Troas (Bonn: Dr. R. Habelt, 1997), T 92. Newell, Coinage of the Western Seleucid Mints, 347, ten- 
tatively attributed to Sigeum only one coin of Seleucos II, which was later ascribed to Ilium by 
Alfred R. Bellinger, 7roy: The Coins (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1961), 18; cf. the commentary by 
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“The date of about 246 therefore looks attractive because then the disappear- 
ance of Milesian coinage can be attributed to Seleucos II, who brought Asian 
cities under his authority early in his reign.1* However, the next extant 
decree by Miletus is from 234-233. During approximately the last quarter 
of the third century, Miletus produced both coins and decrees. After that 
there are no decrees from about 196 to 185 and no coins from about 195 to 
175. Their absence most likely resulted from the assault of Antiochos III and 
the vicissitudes of the subsequent war between him and the Romans, after 
which Miletus is generally thought to have been restored to the status of a 
free city.!! 

“The earliest officials mentioned in decrees of Hellenistic Miletus are the 
synedroi, whose exact status is not clear. [hey have been considered as either 
a standing committee of the city council or as an ad hoc commission created to 
deal with specific problems. “The first opinion is based on an inscription refer- 
ring to a legislative decision by the synedroi.5 However, this inscription falls 
outside the Hellenistic period, and we have no such evidence before the es- 
tablishment of the province of Asia. The other view, advanced on the basis of 
the Milesian decree honoring the people of Cnidus for a loan of money, holds 
that the commission of the synedro: had been established when needed and then 
dissolved. A list of new citizens seems to support this explanation. Various other 
temporary commissions were chosen in the assembly for dealing with specific 
problems.” 

If the synedroi were indeed an ad hoc commission, this would explain why 
they were responsible directly to the assembly.% It is not, however, certain that 
the synedroi from the earliest Milesian decrees had the same status as those 
whom we find later. Franz A. W. Schehl has suggested that the synedroi had 





Otto Morkholm in the reprinted 1977 edition of Bellinger's book, p. viii. Both attributions can be 
questioned. “There also was an abundance of royal coinage in Ilium under Antiochos Hierax after 
241; see Bellinger, 7roy, 18. 

16. E.g., Smyrna 573 > 1.Magnesia am Sipylos 1 = OGI 229 = Staatsvertrăige Il 492 (c.245— 
243 B.C.?), Magie, Roman Rule, 98. 

17. Deppert-Lippitz, Miinzprăgung Milets, 93—102 (c.225-€.195 B.C.), 103—117 (the next issue 
of Milesian coinage is evidenced only in c.175). The assault of Antiochos III and its aftermath: Polyb. 
21.46.5 and Liv. 38.39.9. See Elias Bickerman, “Notes sur Polybe. I: Le statut des villes d'Asie 
apres la paix d'Apamee,” REG so (1937): 238; Jones, Cities, 52; Peter M. Fraser and George E. 
Bean, 7he Rhodian Peraea and Islands (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1954), 107-108. 

18. Schehl, “Commissioners,” 111; Mier | 1, 7a.3 (st cent. B.C.), with VI 1, p. 156 (6-5 B.c.). 

19. Rehm, Mier 1 3, p. 178; Gschnitzer, “Prytanis,” 762; Miller, Vo/psbeschhisse, 22—23, 26. 
Cf. Milet 1 3, 138 = Migeotte, Emprunt public, 299, no. 96.20—24 (honors to Cnidus for loan of money, 
282 B.c.). Milet 1 3, 38a.2—4: VTO TOv TlpuTăvewv kai TOv Nipnue wow eri Tât pudarni kai 
T7Olv] ovlvel8puv râlv] mlp6repov] aipedevrov vă rod 5ruov (the list of new citizens, 229— 
228 B.C.). Cf., however, Rehm's further suggestion (p. 405): Tov rlpoo Javpeevrwv. "Pemporary 
commission: e.g., I.Didyma 488.20-—21 (€.159—158 B.C.). 

20. Muller, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 22, 139. 


67 


GREEK CITIES AND HELLENISTIC KINGS 


turned into the city council by the late first century.2! Even if we accept such 
an idea, in spite of its being based only on one inscription, this change came 
about as a result of a development. What we see in the Hellenistic period could 
be stages in this process, from the “chosen synedro:” in the third century to 
the “appointed synedro” in the late third and second centuries.? "The signifi- 
cance of this change in terminology is difficult to apprehend, but it may have 
reflected a new development in the administration of Miletus. 

“The varying numbers of the synedroi have usually been connected with 
the kind of problems that synedroi had to examine.% But these were not occa- 
sional fluctuations. "The number of the synedro: was reduced over time: from 
seventy-five in the early third century to more than twenty, then to fewer than 
twenty, and, finally, to ten în the late third and early second centuries.2* If these 
figures are representative, the change from the “chosen” to the “appointed” 
synedroi might have been connected with the change in their numbers. It was 
only the “appointed” synedroi who cooperated with other city officials, such 
as the prytaneis and the heiremenoi epi tei phylakei, in bringing proposals before 
the people's assembly. 'Therefore, this practice may have started late in the third 
century25 because it is only after that time that we see these two colleges mak- 
ing proposals together, without the synedroi.% 

“The oversceers (epistatai), another group of officials in Miletus, are docu- 
mented in this city prior to the Hellenistic period, but their legislative pro- 
posals are first encountered in Milesian decrees only in 282.7 "The overseers 


21. Schehl, “Commissioners,” 111, with reference to Milet ] 3, 7a.3 (1st cent. B.C.), dated to 
6-5 B.c. in Milet VI 1, p. 156. Nawotka, Boule and Demos, 103-104, while admitting the possibil- 
ity of a “certain permanency of the Milesian synedroi” in the 1st cent. B.C., rejected their identifi- 
cation with the city council, even though, as he correctly acknowledged, “the evidence is not 
sufficient to formulate a viable hypothesis on the nature of this commission in the imperial epoch.” 

22. “The hairethentes and apodeichthentes synedroi: Milet I 3, 138 = Migeotte, Emprunt public, 
299, no. 96 (282 B.C.), 33 (for datings to late 23os—early 220s B.C., see Mier VI 1, p. 161), 147 (211- 
210 B.C.), 149 (187-186 B.c.?), 150 = ,5y/[.5 633 (c.185-—184 B.C.?). 

23. Schehl, “Commissioners,” 124-125; Miller, Vo/ksbeschhiisse, 51 n.04, 84. 

24. Milet 1 3, 138 (= Migeotte, Emprunt public, 299, no. 96).20—24: seventy-five (282 B.C.); 
33a.2—14: at least twenty-four (for datings to late 23os-early 220s B.C., see Milet VI 1, p. 161); 36aa 
(p. 404): at least sixteen. Since Mi/er ] 3, 37 (229-228 B.c.; see VI 1, 102-163) refers to Milet I 3, 36 
as the “previous decision,” the latter inscription is earlier than 229-228 B.C. Ten in Milet | 3, 141 
(= 7.Kios T 3).1-6 (c.230 B.C.), 149.47 (187-186 B.C.?), 150 (= 59/13 633).3—10 (c.185-184 B.C.?). 
1.Didyma 445 speaks of a donation to the temple made by three synedroi in 226-225 B.C. Even if the 
restoration is correct, the donation could be offered by only a part of the synedroi. 

25. Milet | 3, 147 (see VI 1, p. 180): payments to those giving money to city (211-210 B.C.), 
dated to 205-204 B.C. by Migeotte, Emprunt public, 304, no. 97; Milet 1 3, 150 = Syll.5 633 (see Milet 
VI 1, pp. 185-186, and Herrmann, “Milet au [Ie siccle a.C.,” 112, 114): isopolity with Heraclea by 
the Latmus (c.185—184 B.C.?). 

26. Honorific decrees in Milet 1 9, 307 (c€.163—159 B.C.); IM 15 (1965): 73-74, n0. 1 (€.105 B.C.). 

27. Herrmann, “Beziehungen zwischen Athen und Milet,” 165-173 (2nd halfof sth cent. B.C.); 
LSAM 45.1-5 (380-379 B.C.). "The dating that Robert, OMS, 1:100-101, suggested for the decree on 
isopolity with Istros, which also mentions the overseers, is too wide to enable any firm conclusion. 
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are generally thought to have had some control over the people's assembly, but 
their exact status is unclear.2% Alfred Heuss and Krzystof Nawotka gave them 
the right to bring forward proposals before the assembly, whereas Albert Rehm 
and Heinrich Swoboda saw the overseers as members of the council who, ac- 
cording to Rehm, did not have the right to bring forward the counal's pro- 
posals before the assembly but simply presided at the assembly's proceedings. 

Arguing against this idea, Helmut Miiller claimed that the proposals which 
the overseers presented to the people's assembly were the decisions of the coun- 
cil. He based his conclusion mostly on the inscription concerning the decree 
of Miletus perpetuating friendship and military alliance with Ptolemy II.% This 
inscription consists of two decisions and refers to two proposals of the over- 
seers. The first decision contains regulations on how the assembly had to be 
organized and describes the responsibilities of various officials: the letter of 
Ptolemy was to be read aloud in the assembly, and the royal ambassador was 
to be introduced to the people's assembly by the overseers. The second deci- 
sion is the final decision (psephisma) of the assembly.5l It was certainly this 
final decision that was to be written down together with the letter of Ptolemy. 
This final decision in 139.C probably covered not only the decision of the as- 
sembly but also that of the council, that is, 139.B.% The only information which 
we have for the council's decision in 139.B concerns procedural matters, while 
the motion in 139.C was put forward by the people.* Because the final deci- 
sion was based on the motion of the assembly, other decisions (i.e., those 
adopted by the council) were mentioned in a separate clause. 'Therefore, 139.C 
demonstrates that the final decision, which was based on the proposal of the 
overseers, was not limited to the decision of the council alone.3%* 

Another Milesian document, referring to a proposal put forward by the 
overseers, is a decree on a religious festival and an embassy to Cos and con- 
tains the decision of the assembly and of the council, the latter being added to 
the final decision.% Although the evidence is meager, it demonstrates that the 
final decision of the assembly, which followed the proposal of the overseers, 


28. Schehl, “Commissioners,” 125; Gschnitzer, “Prytanis,” 763; Jones, Greek City, 165, with 
reference to Magnesia on the Macander. 

29. Heuss, Stadt, 29 n.2; Nawotka, Bou/e and Demos, 107-108, 111; Rehm, Miler ] 3, p. 197; 
Swoboda, Wo/ksbeschhisse, 84. 

30. Muller, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 61-63, 07. Cf. Peter ]. Rhodes, “Epistatai (2),” in NPauly 3 (1997), 
1160: the overseers as presiding officials of the council and the assembly, with reference to Mi/er | 
3, 139b (c.262—260 B.C.). 

31. Milet | 3, 139b and c (c.262-260 B.C.). 

32. Milet | 3, 139c.52—53. So Miller, Vo/ksbeschhisse, 63. 

33. Milet | 3, 139c. For this type of decree, see Swoboda, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 57, 61-62. 

34. See also Rhodes and Lewis, Decrees, 487 (“an amendment to the probouleuma”), 513—517 
with references to similar practice in other Greek cities. 

35. „SyIL.3 500.2—4, 25-27 (€.196 B.C.). 
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was not limited only to the probouleuma of the council.* "The overseers were 
first ofall officials of the assembly, irrespective of whether or not they belonged 
to the council, which cannot be proved with certainty.* They were likely to 
present before the peoples assembly not only the decisions of the council but 
also other motions. "The position of the overseers as officials of the assembly 
probably explains why in the Hellenistic period they were never mentioned 
together with the synedroi, who were officials elected by and responsible di- 
rectly to the peoples assembly. The prominence of the overseers from about 
280 reflected an administrative change in Miletus.%8 Of the three inscriptions 
that have been offered as evidence for the dealings of the overseers with do- 
mestic affairs, two are grants of citizenship to the Cretans en masse and to a 
military leader from Crete, which more likely belong to the domain of foreign 
relations. The third is a decree on cults of Apollo Didymeus, Apollo Delphinios, 
and the Augusti, and dates to the imperial period. None of the Hellenistic 
inscriptions from Miletus contains firm evidence that the overseers were en- 
gaged in domestic affairs. 

“The other important group of the overseers, in addition to various tem- 
porary commissions which also bore this title, were the overseers of the 
Didymeion, who did not belong to the administration of Miletus proper.* 
“This office also experienced certain changes during the Hellenistic period. Only 
one such overseer is always mentioned, starting in the mid-third century when 
we first hear of this office. His title changed from “superintendent of works” 
(epistates ton ergon), it we believe the restorations, to epistates of the oikodomia 
of the temple of Apollo in Didyma.*! Reference to this oikodomia has already 
been encountered in Miletus very early în the third century." But the change 
in the title of the overseers happened only in the second half of the third cen- 


36. "Two other Milesian decrees contain the formula e50€£e Ti Pow kai Tâ Su, yvosun 
emoTaTăv. In the first (Milet 1 3, 39; c.200 B.C.), this formula is almost wholly restored. The sec- 
ond, on isopolity with Mylasa, introduces the history of the event: ambassadors came from Mylasa, 
first to the council and then, according to the decision of the council and through the mediation of 
the overseers, to the assembly (Mi/er I 3, 146a [> Staatsvertrăge III 539].1-6). Only after that did 
the assembly make the final decision in the form of the psephisma. See Milet 1 3, 146a (> Staatsvertrăge 
III 539)-24, 44—45 (215-214 B.C.). 

37. As correctly noted by Schehl, “Commissioners,” 125. 

38. See, e.g., Schehl, “Commissioners,” 123. See also Rhodes and Lewis, Decrees, 490. 


î) 


39. So Schehl, “Commissioners,” 124, with reference to Milet 1 3, 37 (229-228 B.C.), 39 (c.200 
B.C.), 134 (late 1st cent. A.D.). 

40. Î.Didyma 480 (299-298 B.C.); IM 15 (1965): 73-74, no. 1, cols. Il-III.18-19 (c.165 B.C.). 

41. "The “superintendent of works” (epistates ton ergon): 1. Didyma 22 (c.250-150 B.C.), 23 (3rd 
cent. B.C.), 24 (mid-—3rd to mid-2nd cent. B.C.). The epistates of the oikodomia of the temple of Apollo 
in Didyma (Tâs oikoSouias Tov vaob Tov "Arr6Mwvos Tov ArSvuews): /.Didyma 26a.5a-6a 
(218-217 B.C.), 27a.5-6 (217-216 B.C.), 29 (late 3rd cent. B.C.), 37 (early 2nd cent. B.C.), 40 (early 
2nd cent. B.C.), 31 (185-150 B.C.), 33 (183-150 B.C.), 34 (182-150 B.C.), 35 (181-150 B.C.);, IM 19— 
20 (1969-1970 [1971]): 238, |l.1—1o (2nd cent. B.c.); 7.Didyma 132 (late 2nd cent. B.C.). 

q2. I.Didyma 430.8-9 (299—298 B.c.). See Holleaux, Etudes, 3:110. 
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tury, at approximately the same time when the title of the treasurers changed 
from “the treasurers of sacral property who are in the Didymean sanctuary” 
to “the treasurers of sacral property who attend to the sanctuary.” "The two 
changes could be interrelated, reflecting the development of Miletus's admin- 
istration late in the third century, in particular the new interrelationship be- 
tween sacral and city administration. 

In about 262-260 we first hear of the /eiremenoi epi tei phylakei.* Rehm con- 
sidered them, along with the prytane:s, as “high-ranked police officials.” Schehl 
proposed that they replaced the city generals since there is no evidence for the 
generals in Miletus from about 334 till 17-16 or 16-15, and it is from around 262 
to the early second century when the feiremeno: epi te: phylakei are documented 
in Milesian inscriptions.*! This theory, looked upon favorably by others, receives 
further confirmation from the similarity în the responsibilities of the two colleges.* 
Although we do not have any evidence for the precise function of the Peremenoi 
epi tei phylakei, at least some of their responsibilities were similar to those of the 
generals, as can be seen in the treaty with Sardis in about 334, the treaty of isopo- 
lity with Seleucea/'T'ralles from 212—211, and the treaty of isopolity with some 
unknown city dated to the late third century. Treatment of foreign ambassa- 
dors and sending “friendly gifts” (vera) were part of foreign policy, which was 
primarily the domain of the generals in the majority of Asian cities.* 

“The similarity of their responsibilities, however, raises the question of why 
the generals were replaced by a college with a name not known anywhere else. 


43. Milet | 3, 139.56-57 (perpetual friendship and military alliance with Ptolemy II, c.262— 
260 B.C.). See also Milet 1 3, 150 (= 5y/1.3 633).7 (c.185—184 B.C.?); Milet 1 9, 307.1 (€.163—159 B.C.); 
IM 15 (1965): 73-74, no. 1.1 (c.165 B.C.), with Peter Herrmann's commentary on p. 77. 

44. Rehm, Milet] 3, pp. 363, 365; Schehl, “Commissioners,” 118-119. The generals in M;/er 
1 3, 135 (= Sy/l.5 273 = Staatsvertrăge IL 407).35—37 (334-323 B.C.) and 7, 204 (17-16 or 16-15 
B.C.); cf. LW 222. 'The earliest evidence for the feiremenoi epi tei phylakei is Milet | 3, 139 (c.262— 
260 B.C.); the latest is Miler 1 3, 150 (= Sy11.3 633).1—2 (treaty with Heraclea by the Latmus, c.185- 
184 B.C.?). 

45. Herrmann, “Neue Urkunden,” 78 n.14; Miller, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 39. 

46. Milet 1 3, 135 (= Syll.5 273 > Staatsvertrăge IL 407).35—37 (334-323 B.C.), 1432 (= 
Staatsvertrăge Il 537.1).44—45 (212-211 B.C.), 144 (= Staatsvertrăge II 538).12-—15 (210s B.C.?). 
“The /eiremenoi epi tei phylakei: Schehl, “Commissioners,” 118; Herrmann, “Neue Urkunden,” 77. 
"The word phylake related to some sort of military activity in such later Milesian inscriptions as, 
e.g., Milet 1 3, 37.65 (229-228 B.C.), 149.16-18 (187-186 B.c.?), 150 (= .5y/1.5 633).50-52 (c.185— 
184 B.C.?). 

47. Lt is not necessary, therefore, that “between 282 and 262 B.C. tamiai were replaced as 
magistrates responsible for apportioning funds” by the heiremenoi epi tei phylakei, so Nawotka, Boule 
and Demos, 42, with reference to Mi/et 1 3, 139 (c.262-260 B.C.). This decree confirmed “perpetual 
friendship and alliance” between Miletus and Ptolemy II and, therefore, pertained to Miletus's 
foreign policy, for which the /eiremenoi epi tei phylakei were allegedly responsible. "They thus took 
care of financing this decree from the teichopoikon fund. 

48. Miller, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 39. See Schehl, “Commissioners,” 119. The Milesians might have 
wanted to avoid the term strategos, which was used for royal governors, and to show that these were 
their own officials. 
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Another question 1s why the generals were “reintroduced” around 17-16 or 
16-15. [he latter event has been attributed to the freedom which Miletus re- 
ceived in 39-38.” However, it is very unlikely that Miletus had no freedom in 
the period from around 262 to 39-38. "he freedom of Miletus can be suggested 
for 260-259, that is, after Antiochos II overthrew the tyranny in the city, which 
Wolfgang Giinther connected with the new list of the stephanephoro:; or for 
the late third or early second century, when Miletus established isopolity with 
Mylasa, fought against Magnesia over the territory that had been taken away 
from Miletus by Philip, and then established a peace treaty with it; and prob- 
ably also for some time after the Apamean settlement, when Miletus estab- 
lished sympolity with Heraclea by the Latmus and with Pidasa and received 
an honorific decree from Apollonia on the Rhyndacus, and when the coinage 
of Miletus resurfaced again about 175.5 However, the Milesians surprisingly 
used none of these opportunities to restore the office of the generals. Addi- 
tionally, on the one hand, this explanation implies that the appearance of the 
heiremenoi epi tei phylakei resulted from the subject status of the city and was, 
therefore, influenced by its interrelationship with royal authority. On the other 
hand, the association of the herremenoi epi tei phylakei with the cult of Hestia 
Boulaia, which hints at their connection with the city council (Pou/e), serves rather 
to undermine the vision of them as alleged successors to the generals.”| 
Although the earliest mention of the Pesremenoi epi te: phylakei in Milesian 
documents dates to about 262-260, their legislative activity becomes first 
known only later, either in 229—228, if the text supports this possibility, or 
clearly in 211-210, when they proposed to provide for payments to those giv- 
ing money to the city. The first documented legislative proposal by the pryranes 
in Miletus also dates to either 229—228 or 211-210, depending on whether the 
restoration în the first of these inscriptions is correct."? Prytaneis are mentioned 
in Milesian documents even before the Hellenistic period, though it is impos- 
sible to say anything precise about their functions at that time." Probably, at 
some point in the Hellenistic period, there were at least three of them: three 


49. Rehm, Milet ] 3, p. 288 n.4; Schehl, “Commissioners,” 118; Nawotka, Bou/e and Demos, 
108. 

50. Giinther, Orakel von Didyma, 53 (260-259 B.C.);, Milet 1 3, 146a = Staatsvertrăge Il 539 
(isopolity with Mylasa, 215-214 B.C.) with 7. Mylasa T 51 (209-208 B.C.); Milet 1 3, 148 = Sy1l.5 588 
(treaty with Magnesia, c.196 or after 185-184 B.C.); see Robert M. Errington, “The Peace "Treaty 
between Miletus and Magnesia (7. Milet 148),” Chiron 19 (1989): 279-288, with Magie, Roman Rule, 
103, 113, 044 n.43, and Baker, “Valle du Mcandre,” 71-75: 184-180 B.C.; Milet 1 3, 149 (sympolity 
with Pidasa, 187-186 B.c.?), 150 (= 5y/1.3 633).34 (treaty with Heraclea by the Latmus, c.185—184 
B.C.?), 155 (honorific decree of Apollonia on the Rhyndacus for Miletus, 183-c.150 B.C.); Deppert- 
Lippitz, Miinzprăgung Miles, 93—102, 103—117. 

51. Milet 1 3, 36b.65-68 (before 229-228 B.C.), 37c.40-46 (229-228 B.C.). 

52. Milet 3, 38a.1—4 (229-228 B.C.), 147.1-3 (211-210 B.C.) with VI 1, ad hoc. 

53. Herrmann, “Beziehungen zwischen Athen und Milet,” 165-173 (2nd half of 5th cent. 
B.C.);, LSAM 45.1-5 (380-379 B.C.). 
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names of prytaneusantes survive in a mutilated inscription on one of the round 
altars from Miletus. But the verb pryraneuein could be applied in Miletus to 
other officials as well.5* What is clear îs that the Milesian prytaneis held their 
office for regular, probably monthly, periods of time and that their responsi- 
bilities in the Hellenistic period remained approximately the same: they dealt 
with the registration of new citizens early in the fourth century and a hundred 
years later.55 

“The Milesian prytaneis have been considered either part of the city coun- 
cil, more precisely its presiding committee, as we know from many other Greek 
cities, or executive officials.* The latter opinion rests on three considerations. 
One of them is a reference to the prytaneis as archontes in the treaty between 
Miletus and Cnossus.* But city councilors could participate in various sorts 
of activities, often with city officials who had mainly executive duties, and the 
word archon had multiple meanings and could be applied synoptically to all 
officials, including city councilors.5 The Milesian prytaneis are thought to have 
been executive officials also because the presidium of the Milesian council was 
made up of the overseers and therefore the prytaneis could not hold this of- 
fice.5% However, none of our evidence for the overseers demonstrates that they 
formed the presidium of the council. "The exact interrelationship of the over- 
seers with the council remains unclear. 

Finally, the prytaneis of Miletus have been treated as executive officials 
on the basis of the expression “the prytane:s appointed at the time” from the 
honorific decree for Antiochos, son of Seleucos I, which allegedly cannot refer 
to short periods of office. It is necessary to look at the whole passage in which 
this expression was used: “Let a place be given to him for the stoa, whichever 
the elected architect together with the people, to whom Antiochos gave com- 
mand, designates; let the treasurers and the prytane:s appointed at the time 
take over the profit resulting from ît.”% The profit from this stoa was to be 
used for building works in the temple of Apollo. The treasurers were then yearly 
officials (their term of office would be reduced to six months in about the mid— 


54. Milet 1 3, 129 (late Hellenistic period). Cf., e.g., Milet 1 7, 203a.22—26 (c.130 B.C.). 

55. Milet | 3, 142.17—18 (334-317 B.C.), 141 (> Î. Kios T 3).38—39 (c.230 B.C.), 143a.28-29 
(212-211 B.C.). See Rehm, Mi/er 1 3, p. 365 (7); Muller, Vo/ksbeschhisse, 32—34. Term of office: Milet 
1 3, 135 (= SyUl3 273 = Staatsvertrăge III 407).16—17 (334-323 B.C.); cf. LSAM 45.1-5 (380-379 
B.C.). 

56. Rehm, Mier 1 3, p. 288; Schehl, “Commissioners,” 118; and, in general, Jones, Ciries, 
165-166. See also Muller, Vo/ksbeschlisse, 36, 38; Nawotka, Boule and Demos, 159-160; cf. Magie, 
Roman Rule, 59. 

57. Milet ] 3, 140 (> Staatsvertrăge III 482).25—29 (c.260-220 B.C.), Gschnitzer, “Prytanis,” 
764; Muller, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 31-32, 36—39. 

58. E.g., Milet 1 3, 37c.48-49 (229—228 B.C.). See chap. 1. 

59. Muller, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 36-37. 

60. I.Didyma 479.16-22: Tovs [dei] kradorauevovs mpurăvns (300-299 B.C.); Miller, 
Volksbeschliisse, 37. 
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third century), but if the transactions took place in a particular month, as we 
know was the case for yearly revenues and payments, reference to the prytaneis 
becomes justified.6! "The results of the activity in the Didymeion were written 
down in building documents which are known to us only from sometime later 
than Antiochos”s offer. "These documents summarized the building activity for 
the whole year and were dated by reference to yearly officials without ever 
mentioning the pryianeis.6 'Therefore, even if the restoration “yearly revenues” 
in the honorific decree for Antiochos is correct, “the prytane:s appointed at 
the time” were distinguished from yearly treasurers. Fritz Gschnitzer referred 
to this phrase in the same sense, suggesting that the term of the prytaneis was 
less than a year and probably equal to one month. Already in the pre-Hellenistic 
period the term of the prytaneis was most likely one month, and Hellenistic 
inscriptions used the cognates of the verb prytaneuein with the same meaning.65 

“The idea of the Milesian prytane:s as executive officials can be coun- 
tered with several more objections. Legislative responsibilities of the Milesian 
prytaneis put them together with prytaneis in other Greek cities who brought 
forward before the assembly proposals by other officials and private people.6* 
In those cities, prytaneis made up a part of the city council, which can be sug- 
gested for Miletus as well. Further, the prytaneion occupied a very special 
position in Miletus. One of the few hallmarks of the city, being placed near 
the temple, it was clearly distinguished from the residencies of other city offi- 
cials, such as the agoranomion.S As in Athens, the sitesis (“feeding at the pub- 
lic expense”) in the prytaneion was among the most honorable privileges that 
Miletus accorded to distinguished personalities. "he same practice is docu- 
mented in other cities of Asia and other provinces where the prytanezon was 
associated with the city council. The participation of the Milesian prytaneis in 
the cult of Hestia Boulaia also allows us to regard them as part of the city council 
(boule).% "The larger number of proposals which various Milesian officials put 


61. 1.Didyma 479.10-12: ka[0” eros 1rpooo5oL] (300-299 B.C.). See Miler | 3, 145.19—23 (206— 
205 B.C.); 1 7, 203.13—16 (c.130 B.C.). 

62. I.Didyma 22 (€.250-—150 B.C.), 23 (3rd cent. B.C.), 24 (mid-3rd/mid-2nd cent. B.C.), 26a.1a- 
a (218-217 B.C.), 27a.1—7 (217-216 B.C.), 29.1-6 (late 3rd cent. B.C.). 

63. Gschnitzer, “Prytanis,” 764, 793. See LSAM 45.15 (380-379 B.C.), Milet | 7, 203a.22— 
26 (c.130 B.c.), Robert, OMS, 2:1355. 

64. Swoboda, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 33, 70-71, 116-117; Nawotka, Bou/e and Demos, 35. 

65. E.g., I.Didyma 41.52-54 (building document for the Sacred Way with account of expenses, 
early 2nd cent. B.C.); cf. similar references in /.Didyma 32.22-24 (184-150 B.C.), 34.25—27 (182— 
150 B.C.). 

66. “The sitesis in the prytaneion: I.Didyma 479.38—39 (300-299 B.C.);, Milet 1 3, 141 (> Î. Kios 
T 3).53—54 (€.230 B.C.), 1433.43 (212-211 B.C.), 144 > Staatsvertrăige INI 538 (210s B.C.?), 146a (= 
Staatsvertrăge III 539).55 (215-214 B.C.). Cf. 7. Erythrai 122.46—48 (Mytilene, early 2nd cent. B.C.); 
1. Tralleis | 235.6-7 (3rd cent. B.C.), I.Magnesia 11.17—18 (3rd cent. B.C.); J.Priene 59.25 (Laodicea, 
c.200 B.C.) = Î. Laodikeia am Lykos 1 5.25 (c.200-189 B.C.), 1. Magnesia 20.11-12 (Crete, early 2nd 
cent. B.C.). See Robert, Erudes anatoliennes, 184; Gschnitzer, “Prytanis,” 805-808. The prytaneion 
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forward as the Hellenistic period was progressing toward its end does not prove 
by itself that the power of executive officials was increasing at the expense of 
the council, as some have suggested.“ "The proposals of Milesian prytaneis also 
were documented more frequently only late în the third century.% This de- 
velopment was most likely an outcome of the increasing sophistication of city 
administration in Miletus as a whole, which also displayed itself in the grow- 
ing number of references to secretaries and other technical officers in Milesian 
decrees at the same time. 

“The secretary of the city council becomes documented only by the mid-— 
third century. By the end of that century he is attested as having the right of 
addressing the people's assembly.% His functions probably changed as time 
went on and as the activity of other technical officers, such as the undersecretary 
of the council, of whom we first hear late in the third century, became more 
prominent in the documents of the city. Although such posts probably ex- 
isted in Miletus for a long time, they became documented only in the third 
century. Likewise, in Erythrae we first hear of secretaries to city officials even 
prior to the Hellenistic period, in connection with a special legislation which 
prohibited the holding of these posts more than once in a lifetime. But the next 
time a secretary in Erythrae is mentioned is in the third century, if the pro- 
posed restoration is correct, or even later, when his office is referred to as part 
of the everyday functioning of city administration.”| 

“The limited number of those who could make proposals in Miletus also 
undermines the idea of an increase in the power of executive officials. "his 
right is documented only for (1) the overseers; (2) the pryrane:s and the 
heiremenoi epi tei phylakei, who made legislative proposals only together, with 





associated with the city council: OCD:, 1269 s.v.”Prytaneis.” The cult of Hestia Boulaia: Mifer 1 3, 
36b.65-68 (before 229-228 B.C.), 37c.40-46 (229-228 B.C.), with Nawotka, Boule and Demos, 157. 

67. Busolt, Staarskunde, 1:453; Swoboda, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 174-175; Miller, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 
55-57; Nawotka, Bou/e and Demos, 110 (with n. 79). 

68. "The inscription [&5ote Trâ Sul: yvoun mpurăvewv: [6 5etva -]ov etrrev has 
been partially quoted by Louis Robert, Noms indigenes dans /'Asie Mineure greco-romaine (Paris: 
Librairie Adrien Maisonneuve, 1963), 1:456 n.6 and REG 94 (1981): 343, and referred to by 
Miller, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 36. But it remained undated by Robert. More recently, W. Blimel (7. M)/lasa 
'T 83) dated it to the 4th cent. It is surprising that the next evidence for a proposal by the pryraneis 
comes only at the end of the 3rd cent. 

69. Milet 1 3, 139b.17-18 (c.262-—260 B.C.), 33e.17-18 (for datings to late 230s-—early 220s B.C., 
see Milet VI 1, p. 161), 145.41 (206-205 B.C.). His address to the assembly: Mier 1 3, 143a.27—28 (212— 
211 B.C.), 146a (= Staatsvertrăge II 539).35—36 (215-214 B.C.); cf. Rehm in Milet I 3, p. 365 (6). 

70. Milet | 3, 147.10—11, 25-26 (211-210 B.C.). Nawotka, Boule and Demos, 161, while noting 
that the secretary of the city council in fact “worked both for the boule and the people,” did not 
consider this situation as resulting from a development of the secretary's functions over time. 

7I. Î.Erythrai 1.15 (sth—early 4th cent. B.C.); cf. a similar regulation in Athens: Lys. 30.29. 
Probably this restriction was brought to Erythrae from Athens as well. 7. Erythrai 24.32—33 (c.277— 
275 B.C.), 114.25—26 (3rd cent. B.C.). 
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just one known exception, or also together with the synedroi; and (3) tempo- 
rary commissions set up for specific purposes, such as the synedro: or the 
epistates of the oitodomia of the temple of Apollo in Didyma.7? The propos- 
als of temporary commissioners were relevant only to the matters for which 
these men had been elected and, therefore, did not reflect the growing power 
of executive officials: being established by the popular assembly, they were to 
report directly to the assembly. “The people's assembly continued to occupy 
the important position throughout the whole history of Hellenistic Miletus, 
at least as far as surviving evidence allows us to see. Very little can be said di- 
rectly about royal influence on the administration of Miletus. On the one hand, 
the absence of its coinage and decrees during certain periods might have re- 
flected the suppression of administration in those times, but this does not allow 
us to say anything about changes in city administration effected by the mon- 
archs. On the other hand, the growing sophistication of the Milesian adminis- 
tration during this period reflected the gradual liberation of the city from the 
grasp of royal authority. 


Priene 


Subsequent corrections and additional restorations, especially those by Maurice 
Holleaux, Adolf Wilhelm, and Louis Robert, have helped considerably to over- 
come the unfortunate circumstances in which F. Hiller von Gaertringen pub- 
lished his corpus of Prienean inscriptions.”% Recent efforts to redate /.Priene 1-8 
and, as a result, the chronology of the early Hellenistic history of Priene have 
relied on the reexamination of letter forms, which were well known to Hiller and 
subsequent commentators, as well as on a few attempted restorations.”* 
Attempts to lower the traditionally accepted datings of /.Priene 2-8 have 
appealed to the similarity between /.Priene 2 and an inscription from Colo- 
phon, which also mentions Antigonos. Because the Colophonian inscription 
was dated to about 311-306, 7. Priene 2 had to be redated to that time as well.75 
Many have thought that these inscriptions should be examined together, as 


72. See n. 68 above; if its dating by Blumel (7. My/asa T 83) to the 4th cent. is to be accepted, 
this inscription considerably antedates the earliest known evidence for the heiremenoi epi tei phylakei 
in Miletus. See, e.g., 7.Didyma 483 (early 3rd cent. B.C.). 

73. Holleaux, Etudes, 1 :301-312; Wilhelm, “Zu den Inschriflen von Priene,” 1-24; Robert, OMS, 
1:236-—242. See also Philippe Gauthier, “Aredera Tov owuaros,” Chiron 21 (1991): 49-68. 

74. Crowther, “History,” 204-209, 210, 217-218: but the service of the Apellis would have 
encompassed the period of the tyranny, as Crowther himself observed, 222: the idea of the “lim- 
ited autonomia”; 233 n.147. For a review, see Philippe Gauthier, BE 1997, no. 503, esp. p. 367. 

75. Crowther, “History,” 209-210; I.Priene 2 (= S$y1l.3 278).5-8 (c.334 B.C.), Meritt, “Inscrip- 
tions,” 361, no. 1 (= Maier, Mauerbauinschrifien, 1:224—227, n0. 69), col. I, 1l.5—6, dated by Meritt, 
p. 371, to 334 B.C. and by Robert, OMS, 2:1239—1240, to 311-306 B.C. 
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they allegedly say that Antigonos restored Jemokratia and autonomia in both 
cities as a general to Alexander and on Alexander's orders.7* However, the 
inscription from Colophon refers to the e/eut/eria that Colophon received from 
Alexander and then from Antigonos. This inscription, therefore, should be 
grouped not with 7. Priene 2, but with an inscription from Erythrae that claims 
that the city was autonomous and free from tribute under both Alexander and 
Antigonos.”” Another important indicator for the dating of Prienean inscriptions 
is the use of the verb “to praise” in the form of either eparnesai or epeneisthai. It 
is unlikely that there was a big difference between the meanings of the two 
words, but the formulaic change is important both in itself and for the dating 
of documents from Priene as well as from other cities of Asia. The first form 
was used in decrees from Samos and Priene in the fourth century and the sec- 
ond in the third century and later, which also favors Hiller von Gaertringen's 
datings.'8 Finally, references to the Fyros sy/logos, which will be discussed a 
little further, also point to these inscriptions as belonging to the carliest pe- 
riod in the history of New Priene.”? 

Decrees by Hellenistic Priene can thus be divided into the four following 
groups: c.334 to €.324, €.207 to c.262, c.213 to c.190, and the second century.8 
This division is certainly only approximate and does not mean that the legis- 
lative activity of Priene extended through all these periods. Nor is there any 


76. F. Hiller von Gaertringen, /nschrifien von Priene (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1906), p. XI; Meritt, 
“Inscriptions,” 371; Badian, “Alexander,” 64 n.39. See, e.g., Berchem, “Alexandre,” 202. 

77. OGI 223 (= 1.Erythrai 31 = Welles, RC, no. 15).22—23 (Antiochos II to Erythrae, 261-— 
246 B.C.). 

78. Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 267-268. According to his own datings, however, it appears 
that the word epeneisthai could also have been used in the late 4th cent. For this word in decrees 
from Samos, see below. Cf. epainesai in . Priene 4.25, 53; 8.23; 10.89; and, as suggested by Habicht, 
in 7.0—10; and epeneisthai in Î.Priene 17, 21, 44, 53.Ll, 81, 83, 107. 

79. Î.Priene 2—4, 6-7. 

80. C.334-c.324: Î.Priene 2 (c.334 B.C.), 3 (334—333 B.C.), 4 (c.333—c.326 B.C.) with Gottlieb, 
Timuchen, 33 (332-331 B.C.); Gauthier, “Are)era Tod owuaTos,” 49 (330 B.C.); Crowther, “His- 
tory,” 233 (204-293 and 285-284 B.C.). See also /.Priene 5 (331-328 B.C.2), 6 (330-c.200 B.C.) with 
Robert, OMS, 1:96-97: the 4th cent.; 7 (330-c.200 B.C.), 8 (c.328-200 B.C.) with Robert, OMS, 
1:96-97: the 4th cent.. And also (?) /.Priene ro (4th cent. B.C.2). 

C.297-c.262: Î.Priene 11 (C.297 B.C.), 12.14—31 (soon after 300 B.C.2), 14 (c.286 B.C.), see 
SEG 41, 996-997 (c.285 B.C.); 1. Priene 16.20-27 with Gauthier, “Honneurs de Pofficier Scleucide 
Larichos,” 49 (c.280 B.C.); 17, dated to c.278 B.C. by Habicht (“Volksbeschliusse,” 267 n.165); 
18.28—36 (c.270-262 B.C.) with Gauthier, “Honneurs de lofficier Scleucide Larichos,” 49, and 
Gauthier, “Arehea ToV OWuaTos,” 50 (275-270 B.C.); .Priene 21, dated to c.270—262 B.C. by 
Habicht (“Volksbeschliisse,” 267 n.165); 22 (c.270-262 B.C.). And also (?) 7.Priene 23, 26, 58.8— 
22, 61.32—28 (all dated to zrd cent. B.C.). 

C.213-c.190: I.Priene 30 (3rd-2nd cent. B.C.), 49 (c.200 B.C.), 63 (c.200 B.C.), 66 (c.1go B.C.), 
76 (c.20o B.C.), 8 (c.200 B.C.), 82 with Gauthier, “Arehea Tov OWuaTos,” 51 (€.213—190 B.C.), 
and also (2) I.Priene 23, 26, 58.8—22, 61.32-28 (all dated to rd cent. B.C.). 

Second century: J.Priene 44 (2nd cent. B.C.), 53.]l (2nd cent. B.C.), 54.35—70 (2nd cent. B.C.), 83 
(2nd cent. B.C.), 107 (c.130 B.C.?), 134 (late 2nd cent. B.C.), 202 with L/SAM 38b (c.2nd cent. B.C.). 
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firm evidence for the coinage of Priene at the turn of the fourth and third cen- 
turies, in the mid-third century, or at the turn of the third and second centu- 
ries.8! It does not seem possible to say anything more precise about the dating 
of either the Prienean decrees or the coinage. Additionally, the sources we have 
are not necessarily representative; and the legislative activity and the coinage 
did not have to accompany each other. But as it stands, the periods during 
which Prienean decrees are documented generally correspond to those for 
which we have firm evidence for the coinage of that city. The first period cov- 
ers the 330s—320s. To loyal Priene Alexander gave e/evtheria, autonomia, and 
freedom from tribute; however, the state of the sources prevents any defini- 
tive conclusions about whether the city was garrisoned. Judging by direct ref- 
erences in its own decrees, Priene remained autonomous from 334 until at least 
330.82 In 328-327, Priene gave honors to foreign judges from Phocaea. The 
participation of Priene, albeit passive, in international arbitration suggests that 
it was not a subject city at that time and that it had and used local laws.5 Other 
Asian cities are known to have had autonoma for some time after Alexander”s 
death, including Fphesus, which was expected to use its own laws in the trial 
of Diodoros, one of the assassins of Hegesias. În a similar fashion, the Athe- 
nians were free to pass judgment upon their fellow countrymen whom Phocion 
had accused of treason. And in about 320, Chios gave citizenship to the judges 
from Naxos and Andros.8 Evidence from Priene does not contradict that from 
other Greek cities in the time following Alexander's death. Priene also could 
have had autonomia at that time, and there are no valid grounds for placing 
1. Priene 2-8 after the battle of Ipsus.5 

It is unclear if the e/eut/eria and autonomia of Priene lasted for a long time 
after the death of Alexander. In 307-306 Priene, like a number of other Asian 
cities, dispatched an embassy to Athens after the latter was freed by Demetrios 
Poliorketes.5% It remains uncertain if Priene kept its freedom without lapse until 
the establishment of Hiero's tyranny in about 300. Neither decrees nor coins 
survive from the period of the tyranny, which was remembered as one of the 
harshest times in the history of the city even a long time later. When Hiero 
was overthrown after three years, Priene recovered e/eutheria and autonomia.5 
An inscription, plausibly identified as the letter written by Lysimachos to 


81. See Appendix. 

82. I.Priene 1; the presence of a garrison was suggested by Badian, “Alexander,” 47-48. See 
I.Priene 1-6. 

83. I.Priene 8 (c.328—327 B.C.). For the use of local laws in such cases, see esp. Robert, OMS, 
5:149. 

84. Polyaen. 6.49; cf. Plut. Phoc. 34. Nikolaos M. Contolcon, “Inscriptions de Chios,” RPh 
23 (1949): 10, no. 2.26-28 (Chios). 

85. So Crowther, “History,” 213-215. 

86. IG II 436, 466, 470, 557, 564-567, 573, 1485-1486; SEG 3, 86. 

87. I.Priene 37; cf. I.Priene 1 and 11. See Paus. 7.2.10. 
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Priene in about 285, praises the fidelity of the city and rewards it by fulfilling 
its request. Since the inscription is broken, it is difficult to judge what the city 
requested.55 Priene wrote down on stone the “edict” of Alexander granting 
eleuthenia and autonomia to the city only during the reign of Lysimachos, prob- 
ably about 285, which suggests that the city was free and autonomous at that 
time as well.% In the second half of the 28os Priene received two judgments 
from Lysimachos: first, in its conflict with Magnesia in about 286-285, then 
with Samos in 283—282.% But it is unreliable to judge the status of the city on 
the basis of such evidence alone. 

Around the mid-third century Priene sent a judge to an unknown city 
through mediation by Antiochos II. Priene also sent judges to Colophon, 
Bargylia (with which it had isopolity), Laodicea, Parium, and some unknown 
city, probably in the latter half of the third century, and to Eresos and asus 
at some time in the second. Priene received judgment from Rhodes and an un- 
known city in the territorial dispute with Samos, which lasted for the major part 
of the second century.” In the early second century, either before or after the 
Apamean peace, Priene was allied with Magnesia in the war of the latter against 
Miletus. In the second century, Priene itself had border disputes with Miletus, 
Magnesia, and Samos. Although such evidence îs quite inconclusive, it never- 
theless suggests that Priene was a free and autonomous community. 

Prienean decrees contain such rare expressions as kyrzos syl/logos and 
timairesiai. "The first is encountered in the period from about 334 till the late 
fourth century. Swoboda considered it a designation of “the general assem- 
bly,” with reference to an inscription from Halicarnassus that used the word 


88. OGI 12 (= Welles, RC, no. 6).9—10, 17-20 (c.285 B.C.). Welles, RC, 44: “tax-reduction or 
exemption” or a “rectification” of boundaries; Sherwin-White, “Ancient Archives,” 85: “autonomy.” 

89. I.Priene 1. Sherwin-White, “Ancient Archives,” 86-87; Botermann, “Interpretation,” 
183-187. 

90. I.Priene 16; cf. OGI 11 (= Î.Priene 14): Lysimachos is honored for having rendered help 
to Priene against the Magnesians (286-285 B.c.), OGI 13 = Welles, RC, no. 7 = IG XIL.6, 155 
(Lysimachos to Samos, 283-282 B.C.). 

gr. I.Priene 24.15 (259-246 B.C.2). Colophon: J.Priene 58 (3rd cent. B.C.); Bargylia: 7. Priene 
47 (> 1. lasos 607).3—4 (c.200 B.C.); Laodicea, Parium, etc.: 7.Priene 59 (> I. Laodikeia am Lykos 1 5), 
61, 63, 52 (c.200-189 B.C.), Eresos and Iasus: 7.Priene 60, 53.I, 54. Disputes with Samos: 7. Priene 
37-38 (early 2nd cent. B.C.), 42 (C.133—131 B.C.). 

92. Alliance with Magnesia: $y//.5 588 (= Miler 1 3, 148).58—59, 64-66, 69-73 (c.196 or after 
185-184 B.C.); for datings to before or after the peace of Apamea, see Milet VI 1, no. 148; Robert 
M. Errington, “The Peace Treaty between Miletus and Magnesia (7. Mi/et 148), Chiron 19 (1989): 
279-288, with Baker, “Vallce du Meandre,” 71-75, and Herrmann, “Milet au Ile sicele a.C.,” 112— 
114 respectively. /.Priene 27: a letter of the Attalid king (?) containing a decision of Smyrna in a 
border dispute between Miletus and Priene (2nd cent. B.C.). /.Magnesia 93 (= Sy1L.5 679, together 
with Dittenberger”s comments): territorial dispute between Magnesia and Priene (c. early 2nd cent. 
B.C.). Judging from J.Priene 41.5—7 (= Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 211-212, no. 255), the territo- 
rial disputes of Priene with Samos probably started immediately after the Roman war against 
Antiochos was over. 
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syllogos for an assembly of two communities, Halicarnassus and Salmakis, that 
became united through sympolity în the first half of the fifth century.% "The 
foundation of New Priene was probably based on sympolity, even if we agree 
that the city did not change its location, though there is no clear evidence for 
the dating of this event. Various datings, with more recent scholarship seem- 
ingly inclining to a later date, are based on the exclusion of less likely periods 
than anything more precise.” Additionally, Priene was not the only Asian city 
that was refounded in the fourth century, but we have evidence for sy//ogos 
only in inscriptions from this city and in /. Magnesia 1. 

Gustav Hirschfeld, the editor of inscriptions from Halicarnassus in G/BM, 
translated sy//ogos as “a conference” and interpreted its meaning as “an assem- 
bly summoned for a special purpose, not a regular assembly.” He remarked, 
though, that the presence of the article suggested that this could be “a regular 
institution, which however was not summoned at fixed terms.” Epigraphical 
evidence from other cities shows that the convening of the sy//ogos could be ci- 
ther arranged in advance or set up as needed. Literary sources, which speak of 
syllogoi as either official or private gatherings, confirm this view.9 In Prienean 
inscriptions, the kyr:os sy/logos took place only in one month, Metageitnion, 
which makes it impossible to apply Hirschfeld's interpretation of sy//ogos to 
Priene. Consequently, Asboeck regarded the kyrros sy/logos in Priene as a “gen- 
eral assembly,” and a connection has been suggested between Kuplov OvĂAGyov 
yevouevov in Priene and kupias €ekkinoias yevouevns în other cities. More 
recently, the phrase Fyr:os sy/logos has been interpreted as a designation for any 
regular meeting in Priene.% 


93. Either kupiov ovĂĂGyov yevouevov (/.Priene 2, 4, 7) or ev kvpiut OvNOYyuL (J.Priene 3, 
6); Swoboda, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 306; GIB IV 886.1-—4 (Halicarnassus, sth cent. B.C.?). 

94. "The change of place: Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 1-2; Simon Hornblower, 
Mausolus (Oxford: Clarendon Press; New York: Oxford UP, 1982), 323. Cf. Botermann, “Inter- 
pretation,” 165-166, and Sven T. Schipporeit, “Das alte und das neue Priene,” /M 48 (1998): 193— 
210: refoundation în the same place; BE 1971, no. 381. Regling, Miinzen, 21: c.330 B.C. G. Kleiner, 
“Priene,” in RE Suppl. 9 (1962), 1185, 1193: c. mid-4qth cent. B.C. Berchem, “Alexandre,” 198-— 
199, and Hornblower, Mausolus, 323—330: during the rule of Alexander III (Hornblower: probably 
at Alexander's instigation, though there is no evidence for this; see Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von 
Priene,” 3-4; Berchem, “Alexandre,” 198-199). Sherwin-White, “Ancient Archives,” 69: within 
the 3rd quarter of the 4th cent. Botermann, “Interpretation,” 186-187; Schipporeit, “Das alte und 
das neue Priene,” 103-236; SEG 48, 1420: c.330 B.C. 

95. Gustav Hirschfeld, in Greek Inscriptions in the British Museum (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1916), 4:51, 53. Arranged in, e.g., IG II? 1254.21—22 (decree of the Paralians, later half of 4th cent. 
B.c.); cf. IC IIL.iv (Itanos), no. 8.16—17 (early zrd cent. B.c.?); established ad hoc în, e.g., IG IP 
13601.16—17 (later half of 4th cent. B.C.). Official gatherings in, e.g., Thuc. 1.67.3, 2.29.3 with 2.65.2; 
private in, e.g., Hdt. 7.8, Thuc. 3.27.3; cf. Thuc. 2.22.1. See William L. Newman, The Politics of 
Aristotle (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1902), 4:452, 455. 

96. I.Magnesia 4.10—11, 5.8-9, 9.6-7, 10.8-9, 11.4—5 (early 3rd cent. B.C. and later), 61 (= 
OGI 233).6-7 (Antioch in Persis, 220-193 B.C.); Meritt, “Inscriptions,” 361-362, no. 1 (= Maier, 
Mauerbauinschriflen, 1:224-227, no. 69).32 (Colophon, 311-306 B.C.); I.My/asa 201.1-2 (the phyle 
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Prienean inscriptions refer to both ePk/esia and kyrios sy/logos. Because they 
never mention simply sy/logos but always a kyros sy/logos, the latter could be a 
kind of ekPlesia.” "The word ekklesia is encountered in Prienean documents 
mostly in the second century. But a much earlier inscription, 7. Priene 4, ap- 
plies both kyr:os sy/logos and ekklesia to the Prienean assembly, suggesting that 
the two expressions had different meanings: while ePk/esia was an assembly in 
the sense of “a gathering,” the Pyrzos syl/logos was an assembly that adopted 
decisions that henceforth had a legal force. In Priene, kyr:os sy//ogos might have 
designated therefore the decision-making assembly rather than simply a “gen- 
eral assembly."% Kyros syllogos probably stressed not only that decisions were 
adopted at the assembly but also the way in which it happened because Prienean 
inscriptions mention this phrase only along with reference to the autonomy of 
Priene. Neither expression was used without the other.” Since autonomy was 
restored to Priene by Alexander, Pyr7os sy/logos probably started at the same 
time, that is, as a result of changes that took place in city administration with 
his arrival. 

“The second expression, /matresiai, is found only in 7. Priene 3, dated to 
about 334. 'Lhis inscription gives the name of the srephanephoros currently in 
office, which implies that the timairesiai took place once a year. From around 
332-328 and afterward, Prienean inscriptions refer only to the archasresiai. The 
latter word is thought to have had a similar meaning to fimasresiai. Asboeck 





of the Otorkondeis, 3rd cent. B.C.); cf. 1.3 (367-366 B.C.), 2.3 (361-360 B.C.); including Panamara: 
I.Stratonikeia 4.5-6 (198 B.C.), 9.2—3 (197-166 B.C.) and Lagina: I.Stratonikeia 503.5-6 (318 B.C.), 
549.3—4 (early 2nd cent. B.C.?). See also Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 20, 72; Swoboda, 
Volksbeschliisse, 45; Robert, Documents de Asie Mineure meridionale, 53-55; Rhodes and Lewis, 
Decrees, 505 (Priene). 

97. See Ralf Behrwald, Der /ykische Bund: Untersuchungen zu Geschichte und Verfassung (Bonn: 
Dr. R. Habelt, 2000), 51-62, for a discussion of the meaning ofekkAnoias Kupias yevophevns în the 
cities of western Asia Minor: “In Priene scheint die Verwendung der Formel (hier kuplov ovĂĂOYov 
yevopevov) iiberhaupt nur in der Zeit von 334 bis in die 32oer Jahre verwandet worden zu sein” 
(p. 36). But none of Prienean inscriptions refers to kupia exkAnoia. We see only references to ekknoia, 
sometimes alongside kupiov ovM6yov yevouevov (see below). It is hard, therefore, to consider kupiov 
ovMA6yov yevouevov in Priene as the “use of this formula” (“die Verwendung der Formel”) of 
ekkAnoias Kupilas yevouevns. 

98. See the word ekk/esia in either grants of the right to appeal to the people's assembly, e.g., 
I.Priene 53..29—30, 54-25 (2nd cent. B.C.), or in references to a person or persons who had come to 
the assembly with a particular purpose, e.g., /.Priene 44.6-7, 75.3—4 (2nd cent. B.C.). Both mean- 
ings could be employed in the same decree; see /.Priene 53.1l.57-58, 61-62 (2nd cent. B.C.2). Cf. 
I.Priene 4.3—4, 14-15. For kyrios designating “taking effect,” “being valid”: e.g., 7. My/asa 3.16—17 
(355-354 B.C.). See R. Malcolm Errington, “Ekkinotas kupias yevouevns,” Chiron 25 (1995): 
10—42, esp. 22-25 (25: “valid in the sense of a general quorum”), with a brief summary of this de- 
bate in Debord and Varinlioglu, Les Hautes Terres, 159. 

99. Cf. Malcolm Errington, “Ekkinoias kupias yevophevns,” 26-27: “the autonomy no- 
tice” and reference to the assembly as kyrios disappeared from Prienean inscriptions in the 3208. 
“This fact was largely neglected by Crowther (“History”), who did not pay any substantial attention 
to the phrase kyrios sy/logos in his argument concerning the dating of Prienean decrees. 
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explained the change by the loss of the Ionian form.!% But there is no other 
mention of this word in either lonian or any other Greek cities, and therefore 
Asboeck's idea is impossible to prove. The texts of ancient authors, while plac- 
ing timai close to archai, clearly distinguish between them: arca: are those po- 
sitions which make up part of city administration, and fma: are used in situations 
when access to offices was restricted, either in the historical past (Herodotus, 
Euripides) or in communities without Jemokratia (Plato, Aristotle). The differ- 
ence between these two words was not dialectical but social.!0l 

“The word timairesiai has already been explained as the election of the 
timouchoi.!02 "The latter have been interpreted either in a narrow sense, as a 
college of the timouchoi (in particular, on the basis of an inscription from 
Erythrae), or in a wide sense, as holders of offices (tima1) in general.!% But 
although the Prienean inscriptions never refer to the /imarresia: again, they 
continue to mention the office of the r:moucho: till the 2gos. Thus the rimairesiai 
are likely to have referred to the rima: in a general sense, and the change from 
timairesiai to archairesiai was caused by the change from tima: to archai. As a 
result, the use of archairesiai instead of timairesiai could have reflected an im- 
portant constitutional change that took place in Priene in the late 33os or early 
320s and probably came about as a result of the Jemokratia introduced by 
Alexander as part of his general policy toward Greek cities of Asia Minor.10 
In this case, the use of kyrzos sy/logos and the change from fimairesiai to archairesiai 
were parts of the same development in city administration. The disappearance 
of references to the kyr/os sy/logos from Prienean inscriptions in the last quar- 
ter of the fourth century probably resulted from Priene's change in status. 

“The first official whom we see in decrees of Hellenistic Priene is the 
prytanis.1% "This inscription has been interpreted as demonstrating that the 
prytanis had been the eponymous official of Priene before this function was 
taken over by the stephanephoros, who 1s referred to already in 7. Priene 3, and 
that therefore an important constitutional innovation took place in the period 


100. “The archairesiai: 1. Priene 4 (c.332-c.326 B.C.), 7 (330-c.200 B.C.), 109.188 (c.120s B.C.), 
117.67, 118 (ast cent. B.C.). See, e.g., Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 77: timai as equiva- 
lent to archai; Peter Frisch in 7./lion (Bonn: Dr. R. Habelt, 1975), 73 ad no. 25.21: the entimos as 
an equivalent of enarchos (Ilium, early 3rd cent. B.C.). Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 20; 
cf. Gottlieb, Timuchen, 12-13. 

101. Hdt. 1.59.6; Eurip. Iph.Aul. 19; Plato Ap. 3sb, Ti. 20a; Arist. Pol. 12813.31: TLuăS Yăp 
Mevyopuev etvai ras âpxds when discussing the situation in which a part of the population is de- 
prived of the right to hold offices. See Gottlieb, Zimuchen, 12-13. 

102. Hiller von Gaertringen, /.Priene, p. XII. 

103. First interpretation: Adolf Wilhelm, “Inschriften aus Erythrai und Chios,” 7OAT 12 
(1909-1910): 137; Bernard Haussoullier, “Inscriptions de Chios et d'Erythrees,” RP/ 33 (1909): 
12; see also Magie, Roman Rule, 59. Second interpretation: Helmut Engelmann and Reinhold 
Merkelbach in 7.Erythrai I (Bonn: Dr. R. Habelt, 1972), 29 ad no. 2.28-30, with bibliography. 

104. Arr. 1.18.2. 

105. I.Priene 2.1—5 (€.334 B.C.). 


82 


INDIVIDUAL CITIES 


from 335-334 to 334-333.1% "This possibility cannot be denied in theory, 
though the evidence usually adduced in its support is small and invites more 
than one interpretation.!% Some have pointed to Magnesia on the Maeander 
as a similar case on the grounds that the earliest inscription from Magnesia 
(. Magnesia 1) refers to prytanis, whereas later ones were dated according to 
the stephanephoros in office. However, 1. Magnesia 1 does not allow us to say 
anything definite about the eponymous official: fragmented reference to 
TpuTav|— ] was made after the indication of month and day—that is, in the 
same way as in /.Priene 2 and in contrast to other Magnesian inscriptions, in 
which the prytanis was referred to as a yearly eponymous official at the very 
beginning of the inscriptions. It 1s for this reason, among other things, that 
while some scholars thought of 7. Magnesia 1 asa Magnesian decree, others were 
inclined to attribute it to Priene.! 

“The change of the eponymous official from the prytanis to the stephanephoros 
in Priene has been studied with reference to Miletus and Chios, where alleg- 
edly the same development took place. However, no extant document from 
Miletus is dated by a pryianis.!1 In Chios, the prytanis has been documented 
as a yearly eponymous official before and during the Hellenistic period up to 
the second century.!!! At the same time, the pry/aneis made up a college, as 
demonstrated by inscriptions from the fourth century.!!2 Later inscriptions 


106. See /.Priene 3.1—2 (334-333 B.C.). Hiller von Gaertringen, /.Priene, p. 205 (471); Asboeck, 
“Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 91, who, however, had certain doubts about this interpretation 
because the prytanis was mentioned after the indication of month and day; Gottlieb, Zimuchen, 37 
(n.78); Robert K. Sherk, “The Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, IV: The Register,” ZPE 93 
(1992): 242; Crowther, “History,” 201-202. 

107. For the change of the eponymous official from prytanis to “priest” in Pergamum, which 
has been dated to the reign of Eumenes I, see OGJ 267 (= Welles, RC, no. 23 = . Pergamon 18).3 
with Dittenberger's commentary ad hoc and Worrle, “Pergamon um 133 v. Chr.,” 544, 550-551 
(with footnotes), 554-555. 

108. Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” gr; Sherk, “Eponymous Officials of Greek 
Cities, IV,” 242. 

109. Magnesian: Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 91. Prienean: Hiller von Gaertringen, 
I.Priene, p. 5; Sherk, “Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, IV,” 242. Cf. Gschnitzer, “Prytanis,” 
734 

110. Robert K. Sherk, “The Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, V: The Register,” ZPE 
96 (1993): 279-280, nos. 33—34. Crowther (““ History,” 205-206) also turned to Chios and Magnesia 
for parallels; he spoke of a “more apparent than real” (p. 205) change from prytanis to stephanephoros 
as eponymous magistrate, as this contradicted the new dating that he offered for 7. Priene 2-8. See 
Sherk, “Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, IV,” 230. 

111. ABSA 35 (1960): 187-188, no. 3 (= SEG 19, 575).Oa (450-425 B.c.),.5y1/1.5 986 (= LSCG 
116).1-2 (4th cent. B.C.), SEG 22, 508a.19-20, b.39-42 (c. mid-qth cent. B.C.). Hellenistic period 
and later: LSCG 118.10-—11, 22—24 (late qth cent. B.C.), 51.5 283 = Heisserer, Alexander, 80 
(Alexander to Chios, 334-332 B.C.); SEG 19, 580a.1 (late qth-—early rd cent. B.c.), LSCG Suppl. 
78.1—4 (2nd cent. B.C.). 

112. Î.Erythrai 15.20-22 (Chios or Erythrae? 2nd third of qth cent. B.C.); SEG 12, 390a.28- 
30 (c.320 B.C.). 
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refer to the prytams stephanephoros in Chios; first, in the late third or early sec- 
ond century and, again, in the first century. 'Lhe prytanis stephanephoros in 
Chios has been considered the president of the prytaners, while other scholars 
postulated two kinds of prytaneis: the eponymous prytanis stephanephoros and 
monthly officials. None of these theories explains, however, why a reference to 
a prytanis without this title, who was clearly a yearly official, is encountered in 
the second century, that is, chronologically between two known references to 
the prytanis stephanephoros.!!5 'The prytanis stephanephoros was probably the 
eponymous official of the year while being one of the prytaneis, like the archon 
eponym, who was a member of the college of archontes in Athens. It remains 
uncertain whether the pryranis stephanephoros was the president of the Chian 
prytaneis. 

Whatever the interrelationship between the pryranis and stephanephoros 
in Chios might have been, it is clear that its eponymous prytanis was always a 
yearly official and that his office was mentioned at the very beginning of city 
documents. 'Lherefore, the prytaneis from Miletus and Chios cannot be con- 
sidered equal to those from /.Priene 2 and /. Magnesia 1, who are mentioned 
after the indication of the month and day and immediately before the record 
of the final decision.!!+* Also, the yearly eponymous stephanephoros, whether as 
a further development of the office of the eponymous prytams or as a new 
position, is encountered in Chios only much later, during the provincial pe- 
riod.!15 It is difficult, therefore, to sustain a parallel between the gradual de- 
velopment in Chios, which culminated only during the provincial period, and 
the change in eponymous officials in Priene, which has been attributed to the 
late fourth century. 

“The text of /. Magnesia 1 is organized in the same way as /.Priene 2 and 
refers to the prytanis after the indication of month and day. But other Magne- 
sian documents mention this office at the very beginning.!16 For this reason, 
as we have seen, /.Vlagnesia 1 is sometimes thought to have been a Prienean 
document. In Hellenistic Magnesia both the prytanss and the stephanephoros, 
who became the eponymous official later, were yearly officials. None of the 
inscriptions from Priene, with the exception of the two which refer to the ac- 
tivity of the lonian League, as we shall see, refers to the pryranis as the yearly 
eponymous official of the city. For this reason, it is uncertain if the reference 
to the prytanis in 1. Priene 2, which followed the indication of month and day, 


113. Vanseveren, “Inscriptions,” 337-338, no. 10 (= I.Parion T 59).12-13 (Chios's arbitra- 
tion between Lampsacus and Parium, late 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.?); SEG 17, 382a.1—3 (1st cent. 
B.C.?). The first opinion: Magie, Roman Rule, 837; the second: Gschnitzer, “Prytanis,” 735. This 
inscription: LSCG Suppl. 78.1-4 (2nd cent. B.C.). 

114. Berchem's idea that the Prienean prytaneis were yearly officials, which he argued on the 
basis of the list of the /heorodokoi from Argos (“Alexandre,” 203 n.33), was met with skepticism by 
L. Robert and ]. Robert, BE 1971, no. 381. 

115. “The earliest evidence known to me is Athena 20 (1908): 212, no. 10 (1st cent. B.C.). 

116. Î.Magnesia 2.2-—Q (early 3rd cent. B.C.), 4.3—10, 5.1—10, 8.1—3 (3rd cent. B.C.). 
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was made as a part of the dating of the document or as a result of his presiding 
at the assembly.1!” "To sum up, the evidence from Chios and Magnesia, where 
the prytanis was a yearly official before the eponymous function was taken over 
by the stephanephoros, cannot prove by itself that the same development took 
place in Priene since there is no firm evidence that the prytanis was ever a yearly 
official in that city. 

With the exception of 7. Priene 2, all other references to prytaneis in Priene 
concern the right of the sitesis in the prytaneion, or in both the prytaneion and 
the Panionion, which was granted to most distinguished individuals.!18 The 
association of the prytaneion and the Panionion is interesting because, among 
other things, it raises the question of the status of the pryrane:s in Priene. "The 
decision of the lonians, dated by the office of the pryranis in I.Priene 139, has 
been connected with either the city prytanis or that of the Ionian League.!!? 
The latter suggestion looks attractive since /.Priene 139 is the only Prienean 
inscription in which the prytanis is clearly mentioned as a yearly official and at 
the beginning, while in the documents of the city of Priene, as we have seen, 
the prytanis was always mentioned after the indication of month and day. 
Another inscription from /. Priene also points to the pryrtanis as an official of 
the lonian League, while none of the surviving Prienean inscriptions mentions 
legislative proposals put forward by the pryrane:s, which is in sharp contrast 
with the evidence from other Asian cities, including Miletus and Samos.!% 
“Therefore, although the grants of the sitesss in the prytaneion are documented 
in other Greek cities where the pryraneis usually formed a standing committee 
of the city council, it is not certain whether all the prytane:s whom we find in 
1. Priene occupied a similar position. I?! 

“The first Prienecan officials documented as making legislative proposals 
are the timouchoi, whom we see in two decrees, both with quite wide datings. 
However, taking into account that all other Prienean inscriptions that mention 
the timouchoi date to the late fourth or early third century, the same dating can 
be suggested for the two decrees that mention their proposals.!% Interpretations 
of the Prienean timouchoi differ significantly. One inscription speaks of the 
timouchoi acting together with the secretary of the council. Another mentions 


117. Cf. Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 73. 

118. În the prytaneion: Î.Priene 3 (334-333 B.C.), 7 (330-—€.200 B.C.), 12 (soon after 300 B.C.), 
13 (3rd cent. B.C.). În the prytaneion and the Panionion: 7. Priene 4.34—36 (c.332—c.326 B.C.), 8.39— 
40 (c.328—327 B.C.), 202-203 (c.2nd cent. B.C.). 

119. "The first in /.Priene 139.1-2 (before 335 B.C.); the second in Gschnitzer, “Prytanis,” 735. 

120. Francizek Sokolowski, “Reglement relatifă la celebration des Panionia,” BCH 94 (1970): 
109-110, [l.20-24 (350-322 B.C.) with his commentary on p. 112. 

121. Prytaneis as a standing committee of the council: Jones, Cities, 165-166. 

122. Î.Priene 6 (330-c.200 B.C.), 8 (c.328-327 B.C.). See .Priene 4 (c.332—c.326 B.C.), 10 (4th 
cent. B.C.), 12 (soon after 300 B.C.), 11 (c.297 B.C.2). Robert, OMS, 1:96-97 put /.Priene 6 and 8 in 
the 4th cent. 
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the grant of “the sitesss in the Panionion and the r/mouchion, whenever synarchiai 
dine together at public expense,” which is reminiscent of the sitesss in the 
Panionion and the pryraneion in Prienean inscriptions.!23 Probably it was this 
evidence that led to a suggestion that if the timouchion was the same as the 
prytaneion, the timouchoi could be members of the city council.!2* However, 
inscriptions granting the right of the sitesis in the prytaneion and mentioning 
the prytaneis both ante- and postdate this document, confirming that the /mouchoi 
and the prytaness coexisted for some time. "The Prienean /mouchoi have been 
considered to be either executive officials, which would certainly distinguish 
them from the prytaneis as traditionally understood, or the prytanes. But if 
the prytaneis and the timouchoi coexisted, as we have already seen, they should 
have made up two distinct colleges. It is hard, therefore, to accept the idea that 
their functions were allegedly similar.!% 

“The fact that the /imouchoi, after having coexisted for some time with the 
prytaneis in the earliest Prienean inscriptions, are not encountered in Priene 
after the 2gos also requires explanation. Some have suggested that the r2mouchoi 
were replaced by the generals, as is generally thought to have happened in 'Teos. 
Karl Scheffler regarded the imouchoi in "Teos as similar to those in Naucratis 
and Messene, all of whom he considered to have been officials close in status 
to the Athenian archontes. However, the archontes in Athens coexisted with the 
generals, and the fimouchoi in 'Teos are documented to have acted together not 
only with the generals but with the pryraneis as well.1% It is, therefore, ques- 
tionable if the timouchoi in 'Teos were replaced by the generals and if the evi- 
dence from "Teos can prove a similar development in Priene. We never see the 
timouchoi mentioned with the generals or the prytaness in Priene. Giinther 
Gottlieb, while identifying the status of the imouchoi in Priene and Naucratis, 
ascribed executive functions to the Prienean fimoucho:, thus also bringing them 
close to the position of the archontes in Athens. However, one of the Prienean 
inscriptions shows that, as in 'Teos in the late third century, in Priene the /imouchoi 
and the generals formed two different colleges in the early Hellenistic period, 
casting doubt upon the idea that the Prienean 7imoucho: were eventually replaced 
by the generals.!7 It has been suggested that not the office itself but the func- 
tions of the timouchoi could be taken over by the generals.!7%8 But all the evidence 


123. I.Priene 10.15—19 (qth cent. B.C.) with Robert, Etudes anatoliennes, 184; I.Priene 12.3—3 
(soon after zoo B.c.) with Robert, OMS, 3:1375-—1376. 

124. Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 24. 

125. Gottlieb, Zimuchen, 36; Magie, Roman Rule, 59. 

126. Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 24, 78-79; Gottlieb, 7imuchen, 36-37. 'Leos: 
Scheffler, “De rebus 'Teiorum,” 56. Zimouchoi in Teos: e.g., SEG 41, 1003.L.1, 1.3436, 59-62 
(c.204-—203 B.C.), and 44, 949.50 (c.250-200 B.C.), and, probably, Rigsby and Hallof, “Aus der Arbeit 
der “Inscriptiones Graecae X,” 333, no. 1.5—7 (c.2nd half of rd cent. B.C.). 

127. Gottlieb, Zimuchen, 35—36. See 1.Priene 4.16—17, 17-20 (€.332—c.326 B.C.). 

128. Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 81; Gottlieb, Timuchen, 36—37. 
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that we have for the /imouchoi in Priene speaks for their domestic responsibili- 
ties, while the activity of the generals was relevant to matters of foreign policy 
and became extended to domestic affairs only in the second century, long past 
the disappearance of the rimouchoi from Prienean inscriptions. 

Other officials who are documented as making proposals in Priene were 
the synedroi. "This is the only reference to the synedro: in Prienean inscriptions 
during the Hellenistic period. And the only known cognate of this word in late 
imperial Priene was applied to the synedrion of the gerousia. Asboeck was in- 
clined to regard the synedroi as a part of the council, as far as his words can be 
interpreted. Since we do not see them anymore in the Hellenistic period, it 
can be suggested that the synedroi were not permanent officials but a tempo- 
rary commission that was set up each time to deal with a specific problem, like 
those we have already encountered in Miletus.!% 

“The third and the last documented group of officials who made legisla- 
tive proposals in Priene were the generals. Although Prienean inscriptions 
mention them already at the very beginning of the Hellenistic period, their 
earliest legislative proposal is known only from the mid-280s, if the restora- 
tion of that inscription is to be believed. "The next proposal of the generals, 
which is documented around 280, was put directly before the assembly, and it 
is not certain if they acted on their own initiative or had been commissioned 
by the assembly, to which they therefore became directly responsible. Another 
proposal of the Prienean generals is encountered later in the third century and 
several more in the second, which implies that their right to put forward leg- 
islative proposals developed only gradually.!% 'The proposals of the Prienean 
generals dealt with foreign affairs, which was the domain of the generals in 
many other Asian cities, which further undermines the idea that the generals 
replaced the timouchoi in Priene.!5! It was only in the second century, that îs, 
long after the disappearance of the rimouchoi from Prienean inscriptions, that 
the generals started to deal with the domestic affairs of Priene, such as putting 
a priesthood up for sale.!%2 Another development was the shortening of the 
term of office of the generals. Already at the beginning of the Hellenistic period, 
in many Asian cities military officials could exercise their duties for only a part 
of the year. However, evidence for the “monthly generals” emerges from Priene 


129. J.Priene 12.14-—15 (soon after 300 B.C.); cf. 246 (3rd cent. A.D.). Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen 
von Priene,” go. "This interpretation removes the basis for the indirect dating suggested by Crowther 
(“History,” 213) for I.Priene 8 and 12. 

130. Î.Priene 14.1 (c.286 B.c.), cf. I.Priene 4 (c.332—c.326 B.C.), which praises Apellis for his 
fourteen-year-long service as the secretary to the college of the generals, 18.20—22 (c.270—262 B.C.), 
and 61 (Magnesia, before 200 B.C.). See also 53.Il (2nd cent. B.C.), 54.35-70 (2nd cent. B.C.), 66 
(c.1go B.C.), 202 with LSAM 38b (c.2nd cent. B.C.). 

131. Î.Priene 14, 18, 53.LL, 54, 61, 66. 

132. Î.Priene 202 with LSAM 38b (c.2nd cent. B.C.). 
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only în the second century.1% If the shortening of their term of service took 
place only in the second century, it can probably be explained by the change 
in the responsibilities of the generals, who became increasingly involved in the 
domestic affairs of Priene at that very time.15* 

Prienean decrees also demonstrate the important râle of the people”s assem- 
bly in the administration of that city. Although references to people and council 
in formulaic expressions seem to have been made indiscriminately, it is still note- 
worthy that only the assembly was mentioned in a number of Prienean decrees 
throughout the preprovincial period.1% And if the synedroi were temporary com- 
missioners who were appointed ad hoc, during this period there was at any time 
only one permanent city office that had the right to bring legislative proposals 
before the assembly, either that of the /7mouc/ho:, as in the early Hellenistic period, 
or that of the generals, starting in the 28os. 


Samos 


Many more Hellenistic decrees have survived, either wholly or partially, from 
Samos than from Miletus or Priene. They have been dated mostly in two ways: 
either by referring to established phrases in the inscriptions, such as “so that 
all will see that. . .” or “to praise” (in the form of either epainesai or epeneisthai), 
and prosopographical parallels, or by identifying the hands of letter cutters.1% 
None of these methods can be regarded as absolutely reliable, and their results 
can vary significantly.!5 For example, the so-called Grain Decree from Samos 
was dated by Christian Habicht to about 200, by Fritz Gschnitzer to the sec- 
ond century, by Stephen V. "Tracy to about 260, and by the most recent edi- 


133. Î.Priene 83.12-13 with Wilhelm, “Zu den Inschriften von Priene,” 15 (honorific decree 
for Aristippos). Cf. /. Priene 18.12—13: emiueheiodau T[ovs] eveororas dei oTpaTnyovs, though 
other yearly officials mentioned in this inscription lacked this dei, as, e.g., in Il.1o and 18-19 (c.280 
B.C.). However, T[ovs] eveorâras dei orpaTnyovs was possibly used to distinguish these gen- 
erals from those who could have made the proposal for this decree; cf. l.21. 

134. See also /.Priene 28.6-8: răs 5€ [5ikas] yliveoBar exarepors eu Miro ev] eri 
Tv Tod eurroptouv ertueimrâv, eu Ilpuwn. 5€ ex[i râv orpaTrnyâv Tv dei ev ăpxît ovlrov 
and 22-23: TABINIOI râv orpalrnyâv —] (ard cent. B.C.). Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen von Priene,” 
86, spoke of these generals as monthly officials. 

135. Î.Priene 7 (330-—c.200 B.C.), 10 (4th cent. B.C.), 11 (c.207 B.C.), 14 (c.286 B.C.), 18.20—27 
(c.270-260 B.C.), 49 (c.200 B.C.), 63 (c.200 B.C.), 53.Il, 54.35—70, 202 (all from 2nd cent. B.C.), see 
Swoboda, Vo/ksbeschlhiisse, 125-126. Indiscriminate use of such references: Rhodes and Lewis, 
Decrees, 489-490. 

136. For the most characteristic examples of these two approaches, see respectively Habicht, 
““Volksbeschliusse,” 191, 253, 267-268, and Tracy, “Hands,” 59-75, esp. 59-60. 

137. Itis also for this reason, among others, that on the following pages I provide references 
to both the recently published corpus of the Samian inscriptions, IG XII.6, and earlier publica- 
tions as well. When the suggested datings are similar, ] refer only to the corpus. 
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tion of Samian inscriptions to about 250.15 Martin Schede and the editors of 
SEG put two individual honorific decrees before 306; "Tracy dated them to 
the period from about 305 to about 270; while the new edition of Samian in- 
scriptions put the first in 306-301 and the other in the “late fourth century.”1%9 
“Two other individual honorific decrees have been attributed by Christian 
Habicht to the early third to early second century, by Tracy to c.305—c.270, 
and more recently by Klaus Hallof to the early third century.1% 

“These differences demonstrate how precarious our attempts at the dating 
of Samian inscriptions can be, and problems of various sorts arise because of 
this situation.!*! 'The wide datings that many Samian decrees have received 
make it impossible for us to provide a precise chronological framework for them. 
Out of more than 130 Samian decrees published in /G XIL.6, about 50 have 
been attributed to the fourth century. Most of them have been dated very 
broadly to the “late 4th century B.C.” (0, 33-40, 49-53, 58-69),1% “soon after 
322 B.C.” (17-18, 22, 43—48),% “before 306 B.c.” (54), “soon after 306 B.c.” 


138. IG XIL.6, 172a. See, e.g., Tracy, “Hands,” 62 (n.13); Stephen V. Tracy, “The Date 
of the Grain Decree from Samos: 'The Prosopographical Indicators,” Chiron 20 (1990): 97—100; 
followed by Gauthier, “Assembles €lectorales,” 212, 221; Gschnitzer, “Prytanis,” 770. Robert, 
Hellenica, 11—12:209; Johan H. M. Strubbe, “The Sironia in the Cities of Asia Minor under the 
Principate,” EA 10 (1987): 46; and Shipley, History, 212-213 (with n. 46) put this inscription 
around 200 B.C. 

139. SEG 1, 352 = AM 44 (1919 [1920]), 9-10, no. sL (c.322-306 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 32 (306-— 
301 B.C.) with "Tracy, “Hands,” 65, with reference to the original publication; 353 (before 306 B.c.) 
= IG XIL6, 35 (late 4th cent. B.C.) with Tracy, “Hands,” 66, with reference to the original publi- 
cation in AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 12, no. 5N. 

140. Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 213, 214; Tracy, “Hands,” 65; IG XI1.6, 82 and 83 (c.280-— 
197 B.C.). 

141. See most recently Gauthier, “Assemblces clectorales,” 211-227, who concluded (esp. 
221-222) that the Samians changed their calendar in the earlier half of the zrd cent., that is, be- 
tween the honorific decree for judges from Cos (306-301 B.C.), which puts the archairesiake ekklesia 
in the month of Anthesterion, and the so-called Grain Decree, which Gauthier dated, after Tracy, 
to 260-250. But this is only one of the suggested datings for the Grain Decree, and not the most 
convincing. 

142. 'This and following notes mention only those inscriptions, which have received differ- 
ent datings in the publications used in this book. Cf. JG XIL.6, 34 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 193, no. 
25 (c.322—301 B.C.), 35 = SEG 1, 353 (before 306 B.C.); 37 = AM 87 (1972 [1974]), 199-204, no. 4 
(c.322—301 B.C.); 38 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 190-191, no. 23 (306-301 B.C.); 39 = Curtius, Inschrifien, 
32, no. 10 (306-301 B.C.?); 4qo = AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 192, no. 24 (306-301 B.C.2); 51 = AM 72 
(1957 [1958]), 182-183, no. 18 (321-281 B.C.); 52 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 183-186, no. 19 (c.321- 
306 B.C.); 58 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 197-198, no. 30 (c.306 B.c.?); 59 = AM 87 (1972 [1974]), 205, 
no. 5 (c.322—301 B.C.);, 61 = AM 87 (1972 [1974]), 207-208, no. 6 (c.306-301 B.C.?); 03 = AM 72 
(1957 [1958]), 199, no. 32 (c.322—3o1 B.C.); 65 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 196-197, no. 20 (late qth- 
early 3rd cent. B.C.), dated by Tracy, “Hands,” 66, to c.305-c.270. 

143. IG XIL.6, 17 (> Syll.5 312 = Heisserer, Alexander, 182-192 = SEG 30, 1076 = W. Bliimel, 
1. lasos 'T 50).38 (322-321 B.C. or later); for a discussion of this inscription (together with relevant 
bibliography) and a suggested dating to the autumn of 324, see Sviatoslav Dmitriev, “Alexander's 


Exiles Decree,” K/1o 86 (2004): 348-381. See also 7G XIL.6, 18 = SEG 1, 350 = AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 
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(24-27, 56),1* “after 306 B.c.” (57),1% and “late qth-[early] 3rd cent. B.c.” 
(70-72).1% And many of them have been offered more than one dating as 
well. It is therefore the remaining minority of decrees with much more pre- 
cise datings that can help us to locate these broadly dated decrees within the 
fourth century: “321-306 B.C.” (19),1* “321-310 B.C.” (42), “314-306 B.C.” 
(20-21), “306-301 B.c.” (28—32),1% and “c.3oo B.c.” (74-80).1% Although 
some of these decrees have also received (slightly) different datings, they 
suggest that there could be a gap in Samian decrees in the first half of the 
3105. 

Samian inscriptions have also been classified by the forms of the letters 
into the following five groups: c.320—c.315, €.305—€.270, c.300, from 283-282 
to “soon after 280,” and c.235. Interestingly, in spite of the fact that some of 
these datings are radically different from those that had been suggested ear- 
lier, on the whole they do not break the chronological pattern noted above. 
However, a division by letter forms does not provide us with a more precise 
dating of Samian inscriptions. Dating of Samian inscriptions by the hands of 
the letter cutters had a considerable influence on the recently published cor- 
pus of epigraphical sources from Samos, judging by the datings offered in this 
corpus. "his approach not only leaves out a number of inscriptions, but by 
making three of the five groups overlap each other, gives the impression that 
there was no break in Samian epigraphical practice from about 305 to about 
270. However, if we leave aside decrees dated widely to the “early third cen- 





5-6, no. 5F (c.322—306), dated to c.320-c.315 B.C. by Tracy, “Hands,” 64; 22 = AM 9 (1884), 195— 
196, no. 1b (“early Hellenistic”); 43 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 164-165, no. 2 (324-322 B.C.) with 
Ernst Badian, “A Comma in the History of Samos,” ZPE 23 (1976): 289-204 and SEG 26, 1022; 44 
= AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 172-173, no. 5 (c.322-306 B.C.); 45 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 173-174, no. 6 
(321-306 B.C.), dated to c.320-315 B.C. by Tracy, “Hands,” 64; 46 = SEG 1, 361 (late 4th cent. 
B.C.); 47 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 177, no. 11 (late 4th cent. B.C.). 

144. See JG XII.6, 24 = AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 8-9, no. sk = SEG 1, 355 (late 4th cent. B.C.); 
25 = AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 11-12, no. 5M = SEG 1, 351 (c.322-—306 B.C.), 26 = SEG 1, 360 (3rd 
cent. B.C.); 27 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 186-188, no. 20 (306-301 B.C.), dated to c.30o B.C. by Tracy, 
“Hands,” 73; 39 > Curtius, Inschrifien, 32, no. 10 (306-301 B.C.?). 

145. See IG XIIL.6, 57 > SEG 35, 946 (honorific decree mentioning King Demetrios 
Poliorketes, 306-301 B.C.?), dated to c.305—c.270 by Tracy, “Hands,” 66, with reference to the origi- 
nal publication by Helmut Kyrieleis, “Ausgrabungen vom Hieraion von Samos 1980/81,” 4A 100 
(1985): 445-446, no. 1; pace Hallof, IG XIL.6 ad hoc. 

146. See IG XIL.6, 19 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 171-172, no. 4; and 7I = ibid. 195, no. 27 
(both dated to c.322—301 B.C.). 

147. Cf. IG XIL.6, 19 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 171-172, no. 4 (€.322—301 B.C.). 

148. Cf. 1G XIL.6, 29 = SEG 1, 354 (after 306 B.C.); 30 = 59/15 333 (c.305 B.C.); 31 = AM 72 
(1957 [1958]): 188-189, no. 22 (late 4th cent. B.C.); 32 = AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 9-10, no. 5L = SEG 
1, 352 (€.322—306 B.C.). 

149. Cf. IG XI1.6, 74 = AM 87 (1972 [1974]): 209-210, no. 8 (late 4th or early 3rd cent. B.C.); 
75 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 181-182, no. 17 (late 4th cent. B.C.); 76 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 194, 
no. 26 (c.322—301 B.C.); 79 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 179-180, no. 15 (before 306 B.C.). 
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tury” UG XIL.6, 73, 81-93)1% or the “third century” (IG XIL.6, 3, 41, 96-—117, 
123, 125-127), the next Samian decrees are documented only from about 
the 28os.152 Next come decrees from the mid-third century (/G XIL.6, 2, 121— 
122), which were not grouped separately in this division;1% and then those from 
the 240s (IG XIL.6, 4, 11).15 Other Samian decrees have been dated to the 
second half of the third century (JG XIL.6, 124),15 late third or early second 
century (JG XII.6, 128),15 and the second century (JG XIL.6, 129—130).15 


150. Cf. IG XII.6, 73 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 207-206, no. 45 (321-281 B.C.), 81 = Curtius, 
Inschriflen, 33, no. 12 (late fourth cent. B.C.);, 82 and 83 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 214, no. 52.1-6 
(early 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.) with Tracy, “Hands,” 65: c.305—c.270 B.C.; 84 = SEG 30, 1078 (Hel- 
lenistic period); 86 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 201-202, no. 36 (321-281 B.C.); 87 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 
203, no. 38 (321-281 B.C.); 88 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 202, no. 37 (late 4th cent. B.c.) with Tracy, 
“Hands,” 66: c.305-c.270 B.C.; 89 = SEG 30, 1077 (Hellenistic period); gr = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 
217, no. 55 (280-197 B.C.) with Tracy, “Hands,” 66: c.305—c.270 B.C. 

151. Cf. IG XIL.6, 3 = LSCG 123 = Michel, Recuei/, no. 371 (2nd cent. B.C.); 98 = AM 72 
(1957 [1958]): 204-205, no. 41 (321-281 B.C.); 99 = SEG 28, 714 (early Hellenistic period); 101 = 
AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 212-213, no. şo (early 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.); 104 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 
211-212, n0. 49 (late 3rd or early 2nd cent. B.C.) with Tracy, “Hands,” 65: c.305—c.270 B.C.; 108 = 
AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 207, no. 44 (321-281 B.C.); 110 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 203-204, no. 40 (321 
281 B.C.), 111 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 200, no. 34 (late qth-early 3rd cent. B.C.); 112 = AM 72 (1957 
[1958]): 205-206, no. 42 (321-281 B.C.); 113 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 208, no. 46.5—7 (306-280 B.C.); 
114 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 216, no. 53 (280-197 B.C.); 115 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 217, no. 56 
(280-197 B.C.); 116 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 208-209, no. 47 (321-281 B.C.), 117 = AM 72 (1957 
[1958]): 209, no. 48 (321-281 B.C.);, 123 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 206-207, no. 43 (306-280 B.C.). 

152. IG XIL.6, 1 (c.285 B.c.)= SEG 1, 367 (early 2nd cent. B.C.); 10 (c.280-246 B.c.) = Michel, 
Recueil, no. 370 (late 3rd cent. B.C.); 94 (c.280 B.C.) = AM 87 (1972 [1974]), 208-209, no. 7 (late 4th 
or early 3rd cent. B.C.2) with Tracy, “Hands,” 74: 263-282 or “soon after 280”; 95 (c.280 B.C.) = 
SEG 1, 363.5-9, dated to c.280 B.C. by Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 265; 118 (c.280—246 B.C.); 119 
(c.260-246 B.c.) = SEG 1, 364 (after 281 B.C.); 120 (c.280—246 B.C.) = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 218, 
no. 57 (c. mid-ard cent. B.C.). See also Tracy, “Hands,” 67, no. 1 (c.285 B.c.) = JG XIIL.6, 85 (early 
3rd cent. B.C.). 

153. Cf. IG XIL.6, 2 = AM 87 (1972 [1974]): 225-226, no. 10 (2nd half of 3rd cent. B.C.), 121 
= AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 231, no. 60 (280-197 B.C.), 122 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 224, no. 58 (c.260 
B.C.). See also /G XII.6, 118 (c.280—246 B.C.); OGI 41 (c.260 B.c.?) = IG XIL.6, 10 (c.280—246 B.C.?); 
AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 218 no. 57 (c. mid-3rd cent. B.c.) = JG XII.6, 120 (c.280-246 B.C.). 

154. Cf. IG XIL.6, 11 (243-242 B.C. or later) = SEG 1, 306 = AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 25-29, 
no. 13 (243-242 B.C. or later) with Pouilloux, Choix, 3, and Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 220. See 
also IG XII.6, 156 (c.245—244 B.C.) = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 226-227, no. 59 (€.243—242 B.C., dated 
to c.235 B.C. by Tracy, “Hands,” 75) with Hallof and Mileta, “Samos und Ptolemaios,” 245—244 
B.C., followed by Gauthier, “Assembles €lectorales,” 222—223. 

155. See also 4 72 (1957 [1958]): 211-212, no. 49 (late 3rd or early 2nd cent. B.c.) (= IG 
XII.6, 104 [3rd cent. B.c.]); 213, no. 51 = JG XIL.6, 83b (early rd cent. B.C.); 214, no. 52 = IG 
XII.6, 82 (early 3rd cent. B.C.), dated by Habicht to the late grd or early 2nd cent. B.C. and by Tracy, 
“Hands,” 65, to c.305—c.270 B.C.; and 231-232, no. 61 (late 3rd or early 2nd cent. B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 
130 (2nd cent. B.C.). 

156. Cf. IG XII.6, 128 = SEG 1, 368 (c.200 B.C.). See also AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 233-234, 
no. 64 (201-197 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 12 (c.198-197 B.C.). 

157. Cf. IG XIL.6, 130 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 231-232, no. Or (late rd or early 2nd cent. 
B.C.). See also SEG 1, 367 (early 2nd cent. B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 1 (c.285 B.c.), LSCG 123 = Michel, 
Recueil, no. 371 (2nd cent. B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 3 (late 3rd cent. B.C.). 
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Percy Gardner, the first to provide an extensive examination of coins from 
Samos, divided the Hellenistic Samian coinage into two large groups, from 322 
to 205 and from 205 to 129, using the date of the death of Ptolemy Philopator in 
205 as the dividing line, but basing this division mostly on the consequences of 
the Apamean settlement. John Penrose Barron, following in his steps but also 
taking into account the latest epigraphical discoveries, divided the Hellenistic 
coinage of Samos into the following five groups: c.310—300, c.270—259 and c.270— 
240, C.210—190, and “various dates” for the rest of the second century.155 

In 365 the Athenians established settlers (&/erouchos) on this island and 
exiled the Samians. Philip and Alexander confirmed the possession of Samos 
by Athens.1% But by announcing the universal return ofexiles în 324, Alexander 
probably intended to restore Samian exiles as well.1% However, it was only after 
his death that, following the Lamian War (September 323-September 322), 
the exiles came back and the k/erouchoi period was over.16! The period from 
322 till the late fourth century produced the majority of Samian decrees that 


158. Percy Gardner, “Samos and Samian Coins,” NC 2 (1882): 261-270; Barron, Silver Coins, 
140, 144-145, 153-154, pls. XXIII-XXXI. See Robert, Monnaies grecques, 26-30. 

159. Diod. 18.56.7; Plut. Alex. 28.1. For these &/erouchoi, see IG II? 1437.20—21 (354-353 
B.C.), 1443.89—90 (€.344—342 B.C.);, AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 156-164, no. 1 (321-319 B.C.?); Klaus Hallof 
and Christian Habicht, “Buleuten und Beamte der athenischen Kleruchie in Samos,” AM 110 (1995 
[1997]): 273—304; and also L. Burchner, “Samos,” in RE 2.1 (1920), 2216. Dating the foundation 
of the Athenian &/erouchia on Samos to 365 B.C. follows from the words of Diodoros (18.18.6-9), 
according to whom the Samians returned to their island in 322 B.C. after an exile of forty-three 
years, and the observation by Schol.Aeschin. 1.53 that the k/erouchoi were established under the 
archon Nikophemos. "The date has been debated, however; see Pierre Debord, L "Asie Mineure au 
IVe siccle (412-323 a.C.): Pouvoirs et jeux politiques (Bordeaux: Ausonius, 1999), 202-293. 

160. “The Exiles Decree: Dinarch. 1.82; Hyperid. 5, col. 18; Diod. 17.109.1-2, 18.8.4; Curt. 
10.2.4-5; Plut. Apopht.Lacon. 221a; lustin. 13.5.2-—3. The inscription referring to Alexander's an- 
nouncement about the restoration of Samian exiles: $y//.5 312 = Heisserer, Alexander, 182-192 = 
SEG 30, 1076 (322 B.C.) = Wolfgang Blumel, 7.Jasos T şo (322-321 B.C. or later) = Klaus Hallof, 
“Decretum Samium Syll.3 312 redivivum,” Alo 81 (1999): 392-396 (“soon after 322”) = /G XIL.6, 
17 (“soon after 322”) = SEG 49, 1143 (“shortly after 322”). 'The common opinion has been that 
this announcement occurred at Susa in early 324: €.g., Elias Bikerman, “La lettre d'Alexandre le 
Grand aux bannis grecs,” REA 42 (1940): 29; Hermann Bengtson, Griechische Geschichte (Munich: 
C. H. Beck, 1950), 333; Ernst Badian, “Harpalus,” 7HS 81 (1961): 30 (n. 96), 42; lan Worthington, 
““The Chronology of Harpalus Affair,” Symbolae Osloenses 61 (1986): 63, 65; Labarre, Cires de Lesbos, 
40-41, 327. But some have dated it to the autumn of 324: W. Dittenberger ad $y//.3 312; Habicht, 
“Volksbeschlusse,” 162; Shipley, History, 165, 297; or even to early 323: Robert M. Errington, 
“Samos in the Lamian War,” Chiron 5 (1975): 53-57. If FGrH 126 (Ephippos), F 5 = Athenae. 12, 
538ab, refers to the same episode, as I incline to think, this announcement took place at Ecbatana 
in the autumn of 324, in the context of the “Harpalus affair,” which enraged Alexander against 
Athens; see Dmitriev, “Alexander's Exiles Decree.” There are no grounds to question the connec- 
tion between Ephippos's text and $)//.5 312; so Errington, “Samos,” 55; Albert B. Bosworth, Con- 
quest and Empire: The Reign of Alexander the Great (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1988), 163 (with 
n. 431); Shipley, Ffistory, 165, 297. 

161. E.g., Diod. 18.18.6, 9; Curtius, Înschrifien, 6, 8; Shipley, History, 168. See Habicht, 
“Volksbeschliisse,” 154-155, and, after him, Barron, Si/ver Coins, 135: 321 B.C. 
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we have. Many are honorific decrees for those who had helped the Samians 
during their exile.16 

A lot of such decrees give honorands the right to come before the assem- 
bly and the council immediately “after sacral and royal matters have been dis- 
cussed.”163 It is not possible to date these decrees precisely. Some of them use 
the word epainesai, which suggests that they should be attributed to the fourth 
century, similar to the above-discussed decrees from Priene. Several such 
decrees have been placed in the period from 306 to 301.16 Those that have 
received a wider dating extending into the early third century probably be- 
long to this period as well. The “royal matters” in these inscriptions therefore 
referred to the Antigonids, who accepted the royal title in 306.1% Their su- 
premacy over Asia lasted till the battle of Ipsus in zor, and Demetrios retained 
control over some parts of western Asia Minor till about 204.1% However, there 


162. Curtius, Inschrifien, 21; Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 155. 

163. IG XIL.6, 30 (306-301 B.c.) = Sy1[.5 333 (c.305 B.c.), IG XIL.6, 22 (soon after 322 B.C.) 
= Curtius, Înschrifien, 33, no. 11 = AM 9 (1884): 195-196, no. 1b (“early Hellenistic”), IG XIL.6, 
24 (soon after 306 B.C.) = AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 8-9, no. 5K (306-301 B.C.) = SEG 1, 355 (late 4th 
cent. B.C.);, IG XIL.6, 25 (soon after 306 B.C.) = AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 11-12, no. 5M = SEG 1, 351 
(c.322-306 B.c.); IG XII.6, 79 (c.300 B.c.) = AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 179-180, no. 15 (before 306 B.c.). 

164. SyIl.5 333 = Curtius, Inschriflen, 29, no. 8 = Michel, Recuei], no. 367 = PH, no. 148 (c.305 
B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 30 (306-301 B.C.); AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 6-7, no. 5H = SEG 1, 354 (after 306 B.C.) 
= IG XIL.6, 29 (306-301 B.C.); AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 16-20, no. 7 = SEG 1, 362 (c.306 B.c.) = IG 
XIL.6, 56 (soon after 306 B.C.); SEG 1, 358 (c.306-—301 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 31 (306-301 B.C.). 

165. Curtius, Inschrifien, 33, no. 11 = AM 9 (1884): 195-196, no. 1b (“early Hellenistic”) = 
IG XIL.6, 22 (soon after 322 B.C.), AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 11-12, no. 5M = SEG 1, 351 (c.322—306 
B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 25 (soon after 306 B.C.); AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 8-9, no. 5K (306-301 B.c.) = SEG 
1, 355 (late 4th cent. B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 24 (soon after 306 B.C.), AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 196-197, 
no. 29 = IG XIL.6, 65 (late qth-early grd cent. B.c.), AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 201-202, no. 36 (321— 
281 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 86 (early 3rd cent. B.C.); AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 202, no. 37 (late 4th cent. B.C.) 
= IG XIL.6, 88 (early grd cent. B.C.), dated to c.305-c.270 B.C. by Tracy, “Hands,” 66. See also in 
inscriptions dated to 321-281 B.C.: AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 203 no. 38 = IG XIL.6, 87 (early 3rd cent. 
B.C.), AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 203-204, no. 40 = IG XIL.6, 110 (3rd cent. B.C.); AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 
204-205, no. 41 = IG XIL.6, 98 (3rd cent. B.C.); AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 205-206, no. 42 = IG XIL.6, 
112 (3rd cent. B.C.); AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 207, no. 44 = IG XIL.6, 108 (3rd cent. B.C.), AM 72 (1957 
[1958]): 207-208, no. 45 = IG XIL.6, 73 (early 3rd cent. B.c.); AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 208-209, 
no. 47 = IG XIL.6, 116 (ard cent. B.C.);, AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 209, no. 48 = IG XIL.6, 117 (3rd cent. 
B.C.), AM 87 (1972 [1974]): 209-210, no. 8 (late 4th or early zrd cent. B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 74 (c.300 
B.C.). The Antigonids: Curtius, Înschrifien, 31. 

166. Diod. 19.80-85, 93-94; Edouard Will, ZZistoire politique du monde hellenistique (323—30 
av. 7.-C.) (Nancy: Impr. Berger-Leurault, 1966), 1:61. For Demetrios, see Plut. Demn. 31; Will, Histoire, 
1:89. The Ephesians honored (.5)//.3 363 = I.Ephesos VI 2001) Aenetos, the general of Demetrios 
Poliorketes, soon after the tyranny of Hieron was overthrown, i.€., around 297 B.C. A Samian decree that 
refers to the “kings” in |. 1 and to Demetrios alone in 1. 3, has been dated to shortly after 301; see Helmut 
Kyrieleis, “Ausgrabungen vom Hieraion von Samos 1980/81,” 44 100 (1985): 445-446, no. 1, with Tracy, 
“Hands,” 66; cf. IG XIL.6, 57 (after 306 B.c.). Cf. Rhodian arbitration of the dispute between Samos and 
Priene in /.Priene 37.75-76, which mentions previous appeals to “Kings Demetrios and Lysimachos” 
(dated to 196-192 B.c. by Dittenberger, ad 5y//.3 599). See also Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 156; Pat V. 
Weheatley, “The Lifespan of Demetrios Poliorcetes,” Historia 46 (1997): 19-27. 
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are two groups of Samian inscriptions referring to the “royal matters” that have 
been dated to either before 306 or the 28os and later. 'The pre-306 Samian 
inscriptions which mention the “royal matters” refer to the Macedonian kings 
Alexander IV and Philip III, who nominally decided the fate of Samos after 
the Lamian War was over, though it is hard to say anything about their hege- 
mony over Samos.!% "The “royal matters” in inscriptions from the 280s and 
later refer to the Ptolemies. 168 

“The new wave of decrees probably resulted from the change in the sta- 
tus of Samos, which followed the declarations about Greek liberty issued by 
Antigonos în 315 and by the Diadochi în 311.15 Military commanders of 
Antigonos and Demetrios were honored by Samos in 314—306, that is, when 
the two were not yet kings.” In spite of the idea of Greek liberty promoted 
by the Antigonids, they probably used Samos, which had a sheltered and well- 
defended harbor, as a naval base. Later Samian decrees honored the royal over- 
scer of the guard and several more officers of the Antigonids, who had already 
accepted royal titles.!7! "The dominant position of the Antigonid dynasty did 
not undermine the autonomy of the city, which displayed itself not only by 
decrees and coins but also by the activity of the judges from Cos.!7? 

It 1s also in the period from 306 to zor that the tribe Demetrieis is attested 
in Samos. By asserting that this was a newly created tribe which had to have a 
counterpart in the tribe Antigoneis, some have raised the number of tribes in 
Samos by the end of the fourth century to four. It is possible that, as has been 
suggested, the Samians followed the example of the Athenians, who had es- 


107. AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 173-174, no. 6 (321-306 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 45 (soon after 322 B.C.) 
dated to c.320—315 B.C. by Tracy, “Hands,” 64; AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 179-180, no. 15 (before 306 
B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 79 (c.300 B.c.); and (2) AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 9-10, no. 5L = SEG 1, 352 (c.322— 
306 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 32 (306-301 B.c.). Diod. 18.18.6, g. See Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 154-— 
155, 160-161. 

168. AM 44 (1919 [1920]), 21-23, no. 9 = SEG 1, 363 = IG XIL.6, 95 (c.280 B.c.);, AM 72 
(1957 [1958]): 212-213, no. 5o (early zrd-early 2nd cent. B.c.) = JG XIL.6, zor (3rd cent. B.C.); AM 
72 (1957 [1958]): 214, no. 52 (early grd-early 2nd cent. B.C.) = IG XII.6, 82 (early 3rd cent. B.C.). 

169. Diod. 19.61.4, 19.105.1; OGI 5 (= Welles, RC, no. 1 [311 B.C.]), 6 (c.285 B.c.);, Heuss, 
“ Antigonos,” 150-151. 

170. E.g., IG XIL.6, 21 = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 178, no. 13, with Habicht”s commentary on 
p. 257. 

171. SyIl.5 333 (c.305 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 30 (306-301 B.C.); AM 44 (1919 [1920]), 6, no. sG = 
IG XIL.6, 28 (306-301 B.C.); AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 6-7, no. 5H = SEG 1, 354 (after 306 B.c.) = IG 
XII.6, 29 (306-301 B.C.); AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 7-8, no. sl = JG XIL.6, 23 (after 306 B.c.);, AM 44 
(1919 [1920]): 11-12, no. 5M = JG XIL.6, 25 (soon after 306 B.C.); AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 12, no. 50 
= IG XIL.6, 26 (soon after 306 B.C.), dated to c.305-c.270 B.C. by Tracy, “Hands,” 66. 

172. IG XIL.6, 150 (late 4th cent. B.C.) = Luciano Laurenzi, “Iscrizioni del Asclepieo di 
Coo,” Clara Rhodos 10 (1941): 27-28, no. 1, dated by him to the late 4th cent., with Robert, Fe//enica, 
7:177 n.4, who seems to have been inclined to date it after the 4th cent. However, some have re- 
cently attributed this inscription to 306-301 B.C.; see Hallof and Mileta, “Samos und Ptolemaios,” 
282-283, with a summary of the discussion; Gauthier, “Assemblces €lectorales,” 212-220; Hallof 


ad IG XIL.6, 150. 


94 


INDIVIDUAL CITIES 


tablished two new tribes, Antigonis and Demetrias, to honor the kings.!75 
However, there is no other reference to the tribe Demetrieis, and nothing at 
all about the tribe Antigoneis, in all known sources about Samos. The so-called 
Grain Decree of Samos, which has received several datings, none earlier than 
260, mentions only two Samian tribes, without giving their names.17+ Two 
eponymous officials, an obvious reflection of the bipartite division of the Samian 
community, continued to be elected in Samos throughout the third and the 
second centuries. 'Pherefore, the introduction of new tribes has yet to be 
proven. It could be that one of the two old Samian tribes was named after 
Demetrios and that the name was taken away sometime after 301.175 

“The relationship of Lysimachos, the next ruler of Asia, with Samos is far 
from clear, largely because Samos was under the tyranny of Kaios and Douris 
at that time. The scarcity of information makes it difficult to establish the exact 
time of the tyranny, which is thought to have begun either already under the 
Antigonids or only after Lysimachos's takeover of Asia. In the latter case, the 
establishment of the tyranny in Samos may have resulted from the vicissitudes 
of the transitional period from Antigonid to Lysimachean control over Asia, 
that îs, like the tyranny of Hieron in Priene.!7 Similarly, it is difficult to de- 
termine when the tyranny ended. In 289-288 Hippostratus, the general of 
Lysimachos in Ionia, was honored by the lonian League of the thirteen cities, 
which, according to some, included Samos. Several years later, in about 283— 
282, Lysimachos settled the territorial dispute between Samos and Priene. This 
evidence has been regarded as proof of Lysimachos's suzerainty over Samos 
in the 28os.!”7 The majority opinion, however, is that the tyranny in Samos 
was not affected by these events and survived till the end of Lysimachos's rule 
and maybe even after 281.178 "The absence of Samian coinage and of any firm 
evidence for Samian decrees during the whole period of Lysimachos”s rule over 


173. AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 8-9, no. sk (= SEG 1, 355).35—36 (306-301 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 24 
(soon after 306 B.C.); Shipley, History, 173, 288-289, with reference to Diod. 20.46.2. 

174. IG XIL.6, 172a.37-40 (c.250 B.C.; cf. Robert, Hellenica, 11—12:209 and Habicht in JG 
XIL.6, 172a app.er.: c.200 B.C.). 

175. 'Transier, “SAMIAKA,” 98, also thought of two new tribes, but suggested that they were 
dissolved after zor. 

176. Paus. 6.13.5 with F/GrH 76 (Duris) F 4; see also FGrH 76 (Duris) F 2. The Antigonids: 
Barron, “The 'Tyranny of Duris,” 100-191; Kebric, Shadow, 6-9. Reign of Lysimachos: Shipley, 
History, 178-181. Cf. Transier, “SAMIARKA,” 24-26. 

177. lonian League: ,5y//.3 368.38—39 (289-288 B.c.), dated to 287-281 B.c. by Miller, 
Volksbeschliisse, 41 n.53; see Michel, Recueil, no. 485, and I.Smyrna 577. Copies of the decree con- 
cerning Hippostratus are known from Smyrna and Miletus but not from Samos, and there is no 
mention of Samos in these texts. Orth, Machtanspruch, 97 n.81, thought that Samos was a mem- 
ber of the Ionian League before the Ptolemies took control over the island. Dispute with Priene: 
OGI 13 (= Welles, RC, no. 7).4-—5 (Lysimachos to Samos, 283-282 B.C.). See Habicht, “Volksbeschlisse,” 
155-156; Kebric, Shadow, 9; Carlo Franco, I/ regno di Lisimaco (Pisa: Giardini, 1993), 160-161. 

178. Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 156; Kebric, Shadow, 9; Barron “The Tyranny of Duris,” 
192; Shipley, History, 180. Cf. Transier, “SAMIAKA,” 25-26: the tyranny ended before 281 B.C. 
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Asia could be due either to the stance of Lysimachos himself or to the tyranny 
in the city. The first case would mean that his policy toward Samos was quite 
different from that of the Antigonids. "The second would imply a suppression 
of monetary and legislative activity in Samos very similar to what happened 
during the much shorter tyranny of Hieron in Priene.179 

Samian decrees resurfaced again in the late 280s.1% "Together with coin- 
age, they argue against the idea that Samos was subject to the Ptolemies, as do 
the services of the judges from Myndus, secured for Samos by Philokles, King 
of Sidon, in about 280.151 On the whole, it is generally agreed that Ptolemaic 
supremacy over Samos continued from 281 to 197 and was interrupted by a 
period of Seleucid control in the mid-third century, from 259 to 246.15 How- 
ever, the surviving evidence by itself does not prove the control of Antiochos II 
over Samos.15 

Philip took Samos by force in 201, but this was just a brief intervention. 
After the Romans defeated him, Samos is thought to have come under the 
control of Rhodes.18 "The extent of Samian dependence on Rhodes is uncer- 


179. Absence of coinage: e.g., Barron, Si/ver Coins, 140, 144-145, who suggested that Samian 
coins without names could belong to the period of the tyranny. Although Shipley (ZZstory, 183— 
185) thought that it was Lysimachos who stopped Samos from coining, he regarded the time from 
322 to 281 B.C. as a single period in the history of Samos, i.e., like Habicht (“ Volksbeschliisse,” 
154-156) and Peter Herrmann (“review of A History of Samos, 800-188 B.c., by G. Shipley, Gno- 
mon 61 [1989]: 513). Absence ofany firm evidence for Samian decrees during the rule of Lysimachos 
over Asia: €.g., Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 156. Lysimachos's policy as similar to that of the 
Antigonids: Shipley, Flistory, 176-177. 

180. See n. 152 above. 

181. According to Bagnall, Administration, 80, the inscription published as SEG 1, 363 = 
IG XIL.6, 95 (c.280 B.C.), “demonstrates that the island was without any doubt not only an ally but 
a possession of the Ptolemies.” He also referred to the honorific decree for the doctor Diodoros; 
see AM 72 (19537 [1958]): 233-234, no. 64 (= IG XIL.6, 12).26-28: ev Te TÂL ATTOKATAOTAVEL 
Tis 1r6dews eis ră rod Balouc us Ilrodepatov rpăyuara yivouevuov Tpaupuariălv 7rloXAGv 
KTĂ. (201-197 B.C.; c.198-197 B.C. in 1G), with Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 237-238 and Bagnall, 
Administration, 81-82. But this decree shows that Philip took Samos by force, which clearly af- 
fected its status under Philip. Nor does other evidence collected by Bagnall (4Jministration, 83— 
88) prove the subject status of Samos before the coming of Philip in 201. "The Ptolemies probably 
used Samos as a naval base (Polyb. 35.35.11), but this did not necessarily have to affect the status of 
the community. The judges from Myndus: SEG 1, 3603, dated to the late 28os by Bagnall, 4dmin- 
istration, 81 = IG XIL.6, 93 (c.280 B.C.). 

182. Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 239-240 (nn.109-112); Bagnall, Administration, 81-82. 

183. Schede, “Aus dem Heraion,” 28; Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 220-221 (and n.75); 
Transier, “SAMIAKA,” 28-29; Orth, Machtanspruch, 150-151, 170-171; Shipley, History, 188— 
189. Their only argument appears to have been the honorific decree for Boulagoras: SEG 1, 366 (= 
IG XIL.6, 11).5—20 (243-242 B.C. or later). Heuss („Srad, 26) as well as Hallof and Mileta (“Samos 
und Ptolemaios,” 272-273, 282-283) thought that the relationship between Samos and Antiochos 
concerned only the Samian peraea. 

184. Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 241; Herrmann, review of A History of Samos, 512-513. 
“The usual reference is Liv. 23.20.10-13, esp. 12: (the Rhodians) causa libertatis fuerunt Cauniis, 
Moyndiis, Halicarnassensibus Samiisque. But this phrase, as well as the passage as a whole, does not 
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tain though. Early in the second century, Samos received judgment by judges 
from Rhodes and an unknown city in the old territorial dispute with Priene, 
which lasted for most of the second century. It was probably at this very time 
that Lebedus honored a judge from Samos who made his judgment “in accor- 
dance with laws and adopted decrees.” Samos was among many Asian cities 
that witnessed the treaty of peace concluded between Miletus and Magnesia 
in the early second century. lasus, another Asian city that had been occupied 
by Philip and deprived of its freedom and old laws, had them restored by 
Antiochos III around 195. Samos probably found itself in the same position, 
so that its freedom and old laws were restored with the help of the Rhodians.15 
In addition to the above-mentioned international activity of Samos in the early 
second century, the presence of Samian decrees and coins also allows us to think 
of Samos as a free community at that time. 

“The earliest officials that we see in Hellenistic decrees from Samos are the 
generals. "hey are documented, each time as a college, in two honorific in- 
scriptions for private individuals, a Macedonian and a Milesian, late in the 
fourth century. After that we see them again, also as a college, only in the pro- 
vincial period.1% "There is therefore a gap în our evidence for the generals in 
Samos, from the late fourth to the first century, which closely resembles the 
situation in Miletus, whose documents do not mention the generals from the 
fourth till the first century. Schehl explained this gap in Miletus by the re- 
placement of the generals by the Pesremenoi ep: te: phylakei during this time. 
However, as we have seen, this explanation is based solely on the fact that the 
heiremenoi epi tei phylakei, about whose position and responsibilities we know 





prove Rhodian control over Samos. Additionally, the growing Roman participation in Asian affairs, 
well mixed with the usual rhetoric of “peace” and “freedom,” makes this control very unlikely. For 
a more cautious stance, see Transier, “SAMIAKA,” 31-33. 

185. Î.Priene 37-38 (early 2nd cent. B.C.), 41 = Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 211-212, 
no. 255 (c.189-—188 B.C.), 42 (c.133—131 B.C.); Robert, Fe/lenica, 11-—12:204-213, |l.9-11 (Lebedus, 
late 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.); $y/1.5 588 (= Miler 1 3, 148).4—21 (c.196 or after 185-184 B.C.), in- 
cluding Cnidus, Myndus, Halicarnassus, Caunus, Mylasa, 'Teos, and Cyzicus; 7./asos 4.8—10, 41— 
48 (195-193 B.C.). See Liv. 23.20.12. 

186. SEG 1, 351.23-26 (c.322-306 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 25 (soon after 306 B.C.), AM 87 (1972 
[1974]): 199-204, no. 4.810 (c.322-—301 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 37 (late 4th cent. B.C.). "The two earliest 
inscriptions known to me from the provincial period are SEG 1, 378 (honorific inscription, €.100 
B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 464 (1st cent. B.C.) and AM 75 (1960 [1962]): 71, no. ra.21 = IG XIL.6, 7 (celebra- 
tions in honor of Augustus, c. A.D. 6-7). Some generals were mentioned in the Samian decree 
concerning the relationship with Antioch on the Macander: AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 243, no. 65.9 
(the 1st half of the 2nd cent. B.c.) = ZG XIL.6, 6.10 (soon after 167 B.C.). Habicht (ad no. 65.9) and 
Transier (“SAMIAKA,” 64) regarded them as Samian generals. However, they were probably 





Roman officials, and therefore this reference to them is similar to the one which we have seen in 
the treaty between Miletus and Pidasa. See M;/er I 3, 149.37—39 (187-186 B.c.?; for the dating, see 
Milet VI 1, p. 184; SEG 46, 1254; Gauthier, “ Pidascens,” 117), with Louis Robert, Vi/fes 4" Asie 
Mineure: Etudes de geographie ancienne, 2nd cd. (Paris: Editions E. de Boccard, 1962), 62 n.7; 


Schehl, “Commissioners,” 119. 
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nothing, are documented within the period when the generals are absent from 
Milesian documents. "There is no evidence for a college that could replace the 
missing generals in Samos. 'Therefore, although the cases of Miletus and Samos 
do not yet allow us to speak about a general trend (and the generals in Priene 
are well documented throughout the Hellenistic period), the similarity of these 
cases casts one more doubt on Scheh/P's theory.15 

Another administrative change that came about with the advent of Alexander 
concerned the eponymous officials of Samos. During the &/erouchoi period, 
such an official was an archon, obviously in line with the practice in Athens, as 
demonstrated by the temple records from Samos and dedications of golden 
crowns from Delphi.15 In the late fourth century we see the Jemiourgoi as 
performing the same function. Some inscriptions refer to two Jemiourgoi as, 
for example, the honorific decree for Diokles in the late fourth century; the 
honorific decree for Straton, son of Thrasikleus, probably from the same time; 
the decree concerning the cult of the Syrian Goddess, from the second half of 
the third century; and the decree relevant to the activities of the priest of Isis, 
dated to the late third or the second century. This number of eponymous of- 
ficials corresponds to the two tribes of Samos.18 

A problem is posed by the fact that other Samian inscriptions mention, 
either for the purpose of dating or for other reasons, only one demiourgos.1% In 
the second century and later, Samian inscriptions do not name the office of 
the single eponymous official whom they mention. And inscriptions from the 


187. “The overseer of the guard in one of the Samian inscriptions was an Antigonid officer: 
SIL. 333 (c.305 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 30 (306-301 B.C.) 

188. Michel, Recuei/, no. 832, with AM 68 (1953 [1956]), 46-47 = IG XIL.6, 261 (346-345 
B.C.);, see Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 253. "The Jemiourgos was documented as well; see, e.g., the 
same inscription: 1l.29—30, but it is difficult to say anything about the status and functions of this 
official at that time. Dedications in Delphi: 5//.3 276a (= SEG 18, 200).2—5 (334-333 B.C.), B.2—5 
(c.330 B.c.?); see IG XIL.6, 264. 

189. Diokles: JG XII.6, 33.1—4 (late 4th cent. B.C.); Straton: 7.Priene 67.23. Habicht, 
“Volksbeschliisse,” 269 n.170, dated this inscription to the late 4th cent. mostly because it men- 
tions not one but two Jemiourgoi. However, references to two demiourgoi are encountered in Samian 
inscriptions after the 4th cent. as well (see below). Habicht himself admitted that the dating of this 
inscription can be no more precise than “Hellenistic period” (“ Volksbeschlusse,” 253 n.134). But 
the use of epainesai speaks in favor of the late 4th cent. The Syrian Goddess: AM 87 (1972 [1974]): 
225-226, no. 10 (2nd half of 3rd cent. B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 2 (c. mid-ard cent. B.C.). Priest of Isis: IG 
XII.6, 3 (late zrd cent. B.c.) = LSCG 123 = Michel, Recuei], no. 371 (2nd cent. B.C.). Eponymous 
officials: IG XII.6, 172a.37—40 (c.250-—200 B.C.), with Robert, OMS, 2:752 (n.1), and Shipley, lis- 
tory, 287-289. 

190. JG XII.6, 56 (soon after 306 B.c.) =.SEG 1, 302.29—31 (c.306 B.C.), dated to “283—282 to 
soon after 280” by "Tracy (“Hands,” 74), who referred to the original publication in AM 44 (1919 
[1920]): 16-20, no. 7 (c.306 B.c.); IG XI1.6, 176 (soon after mid-ard cent. B.C.) = CIG III 3091.6, 
dated by Habicht (“Volksbeschlusse,” 253 n.134) to c.240 B.C. solely on the grounds that it men- 
tions only one Jemiourgos; Î.Priene 42.1 (€.133—131 B.C.), dated by Habicht (ibid.) to c.196 B.c.; 
IG XIL.6, 598 (A.D. 25-26), 1218.1 (Icaria, after 133 B.C.). 
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provincial period also refer to only one demiourgos.!9! The idea that Samos had 
one eponym at the start of the Hellenistic period, two from 301, and again one 
from the first third of the second century contradicts the evidence that we have. 
An attempt to solve this problem by providing an absolute chronology for 
Samian inscriptions that refer to either two or one Jemiourgoi has resulted in 
the conclusion that the change from two Jemiourgoi to one took place in Samian 
documents sometime in the 240s. "This approach, however, required redating 
the honorific decree about the Syrian Goddess to the time before the 240s. But 
such considerations solve neither the problem of two Jemzourgoi in the decree 
about the priest of Isis from the second century nor that of one Jemiourgos in 
inscriptions antedating the 240s.1%2 

“The office of the treasurers is first documented in a Samian inscription 
from about the middle of the fourth century, that is, during the Plerouchoi 
period, which refers to them as a college of nine. "This number could result 
from the lunar calendar, which was associated with the cult of Hera, or from 
Athenian influence.1% "The latter explanation seems more probable because 
Samian inscriptions never mention the nine treasurers after the period of the 
elerouchoi was over. Also, this inscription refers to the nine treasurers as the 
“treasurers of the goddess,” that is, as temple treasurers. The same conclu- 
sion about their status can be drawn on the basis of the description of their 
activities in this inscription. Late in the fourth century, after the death of 
Alexander, Samian inscriptions make references to only one treasurer, with- 
out any epithets, who was required to provide funding for the purposes speci- 
fied by the decisions of the city.19 It is unclear if there was only one treasurer 
or if the inscriptions refer to the one who was on duty at that time. 

After the fourth century, several changes took place. The law on leases 
from the Heraion, dated to the second half of the third century by Christian 
Habicht or to about 300 by Stephen V. Tracy, refers to the treasurer “of sacral 
property.” It is in the mid-third century that the treasurer “of hallowed 


191. IG XIL.6, 133.1 (2nd cent. B.C.), 145.2 (2nd cent. B.C.), IG XIL.6, 132 (2nd cent. B.C.) = 
BCH 59 (1935): 477, no. 2.1 and 478, no. 3.1 = Robert, OMS, 2:746-747 (late Hellenistic period); 
AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 242-243, no. 65 (= IG XIL.6, 6).8 (c.165 B.c.). One Jemiourgos: SEG 1, 393.5 
(e. A.D. 1) = 7G XIL.6, 324 (late 1st-2nd cent. A.D.);, AM 75 (1960 [1962]): 83 = JG XIL.6, 190 
(A.D. 6-7). 

192. “Transier, “SAMIAKA,” 59-60; Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 253; Habicht, “Hellenistische 
Inschriften,” 227. 

193. IG XII.6, 261.29, 38-60 (346-345 B.C.), with AM 68 (1953 [1956]): 46-47. See Shipley, 
History, 169. 

104. IG XIL.6, 33 (late 4th cent. B.c.); JG XIL.6, 22 (soon after 322 B.C.) = Curtius, 
Inschrifien, 33, no. 11 = AM 9 (1884): 195-196, no. 1b. (“early Hellenistic”);, JG XIL.6, 17 (322 
B.C.), IG XIL.6, 25 (soon after 306 B.c.) = SEG 1, 351 (c.322—306 B.c.); IG XIL.6, 44 (soon after 
322 B.C.) = AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 172-173, no. 5 (c.322—306 B.C.); IG XIL.6, 45 (soon after 322 
B.C.) = AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 173-174, no. 6.1213 (321-306 B.C.); IG XIL.6, 55 and 67 (late 4th 
cent. B.C.?). 
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property” becomes documented in Samos.!% If Habicht's dating for the law 
on leases is preferred, then it follows that both sorts of treasurers appeared 
at approximately the same time, about the mid-third century. "The so-called 
Grain Decree of Samos mentions a treasurer without any epithet.!% The most 
recent datings suggested for this decree, by Stephen V. "Tracy (c.260) and 
Klaus Hallof (c.250), would put the document, and therefore this treasurer, 
before the appearance of the treasurers “of sacral property” and “of hallowed 
property.” 

“The treasurer “of hallowed property” was mentioned in exactly the same 
situations as the treasurer without an epithet, and their duties were probably 
quite close if not similar. At approximately the same time, in the mid-third 
century, the title of some of the Milesian treasurers changed from “the trea- 
surers of sacral property who are in the Didymean sanctuary” to “the treasur- 
ers of sacral property who attend to the sanctuary.” New titles reflected the 
change in the status of the Milesian treasurers, which resulted from a new 
relationship between sacral administration and city administration as a whole. 
The epithets of the Samian treasurers likely reflected the growing elaboration 
of city administration and, in particular, the transformation of sacral adminis- 
tration into a part of city administration in general. 

Samian decrees document the practice of electing commissioners each time 
for a specific purpose, in particular for taking care of inscribing decrees and 
setting up stelac, as, for example, “let the five elected commissioners take care 
of the inscribing.” "This formula is thought to have developed through several 
stages, from “let the five elected commissioners take care” to “let the pryraners 
and the secretary of the council take care” to “let the secretary of the council 
take care.”1” It îs difficult to date precisely the practice of appointing the 
elected commissioners because evidence of this sort has been attributed very 
widely to the last decades of the fourth century.!% Of the five such known 
inscriptions, two belong to the late 320s, suggesting that this practice may 
have come about with the advent of Alexander and was probably a short-lived 


105. AM 87 (1972 [1974]): 211-212, no. 9.3436: Tov iepov, 37-38 (the law on leases) = IG 
XII.6, 169 (c.245—244 B.C.). For the treasurer Tov 0oLwv: AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 218, no. 57.24-29 
(e. mid-ard cent. B.c.) = IG XII.6, 120 (c.280-246 B.C.);, SEG 1, 366 (= IG XIL.6, 11).57—59 (243— 
242 B.C. or later). 

196. IG XII.6, 172a.90-91. 

197. Namely, ermiueindiva. Tows mevre Tovs Aipnuevovs to €rtueAndivar Tovs 
Tpurăveis kai Tov ypauuarea Tis Bovhiis to ermpueindiva Tov ypauuarea Tis Bovhis 
respectively: Schede, “Aus dem Heraion,” 14-15; Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 263-264; Transier, 
“SAMAIKA,” 70; Hallof, “ Biirgerrecht,” 341. 

198. AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 172-173, no. 5.19 (c.322—306 B.C.), 173-174, 0. 6.3—4 (321-306 
B.C.), AM 87 (1972 [1974]): 199, no. 4.8—10 (321—301 B.C.). See also AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 5-6, 
no. 5F (c.322—306 B.c.) with Martin Schede's restoration [ntpnuevovs] and commentary on p. 14. 
His idea has been recently supported by Hallof (“Biirgerrecht,” 342-344), who read Tovs €rri 
avakptoei [iupnuevovs] in this place and identified them with 7ovs mevre Tpnuevovs. 
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one.1% "The second formula, “let the prytaneis and the secretary of the coun- 
cil take care of the registration and inscribing,” was employed in honorific 
decrees for Diokles, son of Anaxagores, and for an anonymous person.200 
Their wide datings entail the possibility that there was a change in Samian 
administration in about 322—306. 

“The five commissioners, who disappeared from Samian inscriptions, have 
been identified with the Samian pryrane:s, who became documented only later 
and whose number equaled five in an inscription from the early second century.201 
However, the responsibilities of the two colleges clearly did not coincide: the five 
commissioners never put forward legislative proposals before the people's as- 
sembly, which was one of the main activities of the prytane:s. The five commis- 
sioners were supposed to take care only of inscribing stelae, whereas references 
to the prytaneis and the secretary of the council stressed that they were also re- 
sponsible for the registration of new citizens.2% "Therefore, the second formula 
was unlikely to be a mere continuation of, or a substitute for, the first. 

Christian Habicht has connected this development with another formulaic 
change, namely, from “let them be inscribed like the other Samians” to “let them 
be inscribed like the other citizens.”"2% However, if we leave aside one decree in 
which this part did not survive, other Samian decrees mentioning the five com- 
missioners can be divided into two groups. One group uses the formula “like 
the other Samians.” "The other refers to “like the other citizens.”20* Another 


199. AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 164-165, no. 2.23 (324-322 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 43 (soon after 322 B.C.); 
SyIl.3 312.353 (322 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 17.3435 (soon after 322 B.C.) = SEG 49, 1143 (“shortly after 
322”); for a suggested dating of this inscription to the autumn of 324, see Dmitriev, “Alexander's 
Exiles Decree.” See also AM 44 (1919 [1920]), 5-6, no. sF (c.322-—306 B.C.), where Schede restored 
[npnuevovs]; accepted in /G XII.6, 18.26 (soon after 322 B.C.) and dated to c.320-c.315 B.C. by Tracy, 
“Hands,” 64. For this interpretation, see also Transier, “SAMIAKA,” 70; Hallof, “Biirgerrecht,” 
340-341. 

200. AM 44 (1919 [1920]): 5, no. sC (= Curtius, Jnschrifien, 31, no. 9 = Michel, Recuei/, 
no. 368), undated by Curtius and Michel and dated by Schede (“Aus dem Heraion,” 4) to the 
“time of the Antigonids” (= JG XII.6, 33, late 4th cent. B.C.); AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 178, no. 12 
= IG XIL.6, 68 (late qth cent. B.C.), with Habicht's comment on pp. 203-264. Since these in- 
scriptions refer to the time of the exile, they can probably be placed not long after 322 B.C.; see 
also Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 167. 

201. „Syil.% 599 (= I.Priene 37).28—33 (this inscription seems not to have been included in 
IG XII.6), dated to c.196-192 B.C. by Dittenberger; see Swoboda, Vo/ksbeschlisse, 74. Transier 
(“SAMIAKA,” 50) spoke of Rhodian influence on the organization and number of Samian 


"126 n.1. 


prytaneis. See "Touloumakos, “Der Einfluss Roms,” 

202. Habicht, “Volksbeschliisse,” 263. 

203. Habicht, “Volksbeschlusse,” 264-266. 

204. "This one decree in which the relavant part of the text did not survive is AM 87 (1972 [1974]): 
109-204, no. 4 (c.322—301 B.C.) = JG XIL.6, 37 (late 4th cent. B.C.). See “like the other Samians”: AM 
72 (1957 [1958]): 164-165, no. 2 (324-322 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 43; Sy/l.5 312 (322 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 17 
(“soon after 322 B.C.”), with Dmitriev, “Alexander's Exiles Decree”: 324 B.C.; “like the other citi- 
zens”: AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 172-173, no. 5 (c.322—306 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 44; 173-174, no. 6 (321-306 
B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 45. Klaus Hallof in /G XII.6 dated all these inscriptions to “soon after 322 B.C.” 
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decree, in which Martin Schede and Klaus Hallof also saw evidence for the five 
commissioners, refers to “the other citizens."205 Because Samian decrees men- 
toning the five commissioners contain both formulae, it 1s difficult to see here 
the connection suggested by Christian Habicht. "The formula “like the other 
Samians” was used in decrees that have been dated the earliest, that is, 324—322. 
“The three other inscriptions that mention both the five commissioners and the 
formula “the other citizens” have either a wide dating or date to after 321. There- 
fore, the change from one formula to the other probably occurred in the late 320s 
or the early 31os. A similar change took place in other Greek cities at approxi- 
mately the same time.2% "The fact that both the old and new formulae were used 
in inscriptions mentioning the five commissioners demonstrates that the latter 
continued to exercise their functions for quite some time. 

“The third formula, “let the secretary of the council take care of the registra- 
tion and inscribing,” is first encountered in an honorific decree for a person whose 
name does not survive, which can probably be dated to about 310—305.27 How- 
ever, all other such decrees that we know postdate 306, which means that this 
formula most likely developed after that year. "Lhese decrees have been placed 
in either c.306-c.3o1 or c.306-c.280 or c.280-c.197.2%8 Since the second and 


205. AMI 44 (1919 [1920]): 5-6, no. sF (c.322—306 B.c.) = 1G XIL.6, 18 (soon after 322 B.C.). 

206. For a similar change from ethnic group to the word “citizenship” at Athens (from “let 
him be an Athenian” to “let citizenship be given to him,” which is also attributed generally to the 
end of the 4th cent.): Albert Billheimer, “Naturalization in Athenian Law and Practice” (Ph.D. 
diss., Princeton University, 1938), 12-13; Michael ]. Osborne, “Attic Citizenship Decrees,” ABSA 
67 (1072): 144; Alan S. Henry, Honours and Privileges in Athenian Decrees (New York: G. Olms, 
1983), 63. 

207. AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 179, no. 14, with Habicht's comment on p. 265 = JG XIL.6, 55 
(late 4th cent. B.C.). 

208. C.306-c.3or: SEG 1, 355 (late 4th cent. B.c.) = JG XII.6, 24 (soon after 306 B.C.), 336 
(late 4th cent. B.c.) = JG XIL.6, 23 (after 306 B.c.), 358 = JG XIL.6, 31 (c.306-301 B.C.), 362 (c.306 
B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 36 (soon after 306 B.C.), 5y/1.3 333 (c.305 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 30 (306-301 B.c.). Cf. 
SEG 1, 352 (c.322-—306 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 32 (306-301 B.C.). 

C.306-c.280: AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 202, no. 37 (late 4th cent. B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 88 (early zrd 
cent. B.C.), dated by 'Tracy, “Hands,” 66, to c.305—€.270 B.C.; 204-205, n0. 41 (321-281 B.C.) = IG 
XII.6, 98 (3rd cent. B.C.); 206-207, no. 43 (306-280 B.C.) = IG XII.6, 123 (early rd cent. B.C.); 
207-208, no. 45 (321-281 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 73 (early 3rd cent. B.C.), 208, no. 46 (306-280 B.C.) = 
IG XIL.6, 113 (3rd cent. B.C.), 208-209, no. 47 (321-281 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 116 (3rd cent. B.C.); 209, 
no. 48 (321-281 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 117 (3rd cent. B.C.); AM 87 (1972 [1974]): 209-210, no. 8 (late 
4th or early 3rd cent. B.C.2) = IG XII.6, 74 (c.30o B.C.). See also AM 87 (1972 [1974]): 208-209, 
no. 7 (late 4th or early zrd cent. B.c.?) = JG XII.6, 94 (c.280 B.c.), with "Tracy, “Hands,” 74: 283— 
282 to “soon after 280,” which puts this decree in the next group. 

C.280-c.197: IG XIL.6, 95 (c.280 B.C.); AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 214, no. 52 (early 3rd-early 2nd 
cent. B.C.) = IG XIIL.6, 82 (early zrd cent. B.C.); 216, no. 53 (280-197 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 114 (3rd 
cent. B.C.); 216, no. 54 (280-197 B.C.) = JG XII.6, zoo (3rd cent. B.C.); 217, no. 55 (280-197 B.C.) = 
IG XIL.6, 91 (early zrd cent. B.C.), dated to c.305-c.270 B.C. by Tracy, “Hands,” 66; 217, no. 56 
(280-197 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 115 (3rd cent. B.C.); 218, no. 57: together with the neopoioi (c. mid-3rd 
cent. B.C.) = IG XII.6, 120 (c.280—246 B.C.); 231, no. 60 (280-197 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 121 (c. mid-3rd 
cent. B.C.). 
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the third formulae refer to the same sort of activity (i.€., the registration and 
inscribing), the omission of the prytaness in the third formula implies that the 
range of their duties had changed by 306. In other matters the prytaners con- 
tinued to cooperate with the secretary of the council.2% 

“The so-called Grain Decree of Samos indicates that the prytaneis served 
for one month, which made it possible for some to conclude that the pryraners 
in Samos were members of the city council.210 Another inscription demon- 
strates that their number equaled five early in the second century.?!! The date 
when the prytaneis started to put forward proposals is uncertain. Several such 
decrees have been dated to the late fourth century, but this practice is thought 
to have become more prominent after 280.71? The proposals of the prytaneis 
derived from motions of different sorts, including written motions, which are 
first documented after Alexander in the fourth century and continue into the 
provincial period.215 With reference to a Samian decree from Rhodes, the 
phrase “they submitted a written notice” from Samian decrees was thought to 
have had the meaning of “they submitted a written notice to the council.” But 
the precision in one decree makes it uncertain if this interpretation is valid for 
all of them.21* And it is hard to imagine that this verb could have had only such 
a narrow technical sense in city documents. 


209. E.g., Sy11.5 599 (= .Priene 37).27—33, dated by Dittenberger to c.196—192 B.C. 

210. IG XIL.6, 172a.35—37 (c.250-200 B.C.?). See Gschnitzer, “Prytanis,” 769; Habicht, 
“Volksbeschliisse,” 250; Transier, “SAMIAKA,” 50-51; Shipley, History, 210-211, 305 (“stand- 
ing committee of boule”). Pace Swoboda, Vo/ksbeschlhiisse, 73, 88 and 'Touloumakos, “Der Finfluss 
Roms,” 125-126, who saw the prytaneis as “the college of the officials.” However, this conclusion 
is far from evident. What turns out to be their main argument, i.€., a possible reference to the 
prylaneis as archontes in one inscription (Touloumakos, “Der Einfluss Roms,” 125 n.8), does not 
prove the executive status of the prytaneis in Samos, because the words arche and archon, which 
reflected “leadership” and “authority,” could be applied to almost any position in Greek city ad- 
ministration, including that of the councilors and the prytanes. 

211. Sy/l.5 599 (= I.Priene 37).28—33, dated to c.196—192 B.C. by Dittenberger. 

212. AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 171-172, no. 4 (c.322—301 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 19 (321-306 B.C.); 
181-182, no. 17 (late 4th cent. B.c.) = JG XII.6, 75 (c.300 B.C.); AM 87 (1972 [19741): 109-204, 
no. 4 (c.322—301 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 37 (late 4th cent. B.C.), 207-208, no. 6 (c.306-301 B.c.?) = IG 
XII.6, 61 (late 4th cent. B.C.). See Rhodes and Lewis, Decrees, 490. 

213. AM 87 (1972 [1974]): 207-208, no. 6.1—2 (c.306—301 B.C.?) = IG XIL.6, Or (late 4th cent. 
B.C.), dated to 320-315 B.C. by Tracy, “Hands,” 64. For other similar cases: AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 
181-182, no. 17.1-2, as restored by Habicht (late 4th cent. B.c.) = JG XIL.6, 75 (c.300 B.C.), SEG 
1, 359 (3rd cent. B.c.) = JG XIL.6, 96 (early zrd cent. B.c.);, IG XIL.6, 95 (c.28o B.c.); AM 87 (1972 
[1974]): 225-226, no. ro (2nd half of zrd cent. B.c.) = JG XIL.6, 2 (c. mid-ard cent. B.C.), AM 72 
(1957 [1958]): 211-212, no. 49 (3rd-early 2nd cent. B.c.) = JG XIL.6, 104 (3rd cent. B.C.); AM 51 
(1926): 29, no. 2 (c.2or B.c.) = JG XIIL.6, 12 (c.198—197 B.C.). 

214. Maiuri, NS, no. 1.1-2: €50£€e Ti Bovhii kai Tâ Snuui" Piiros AapuaoiorpăTrolv 
ei ]mev untp Gu 1rpoeypătaro "Errikovpos "AiBov eis Thu Bovliiv:] emeL5r KT). (qth cent. 
B.C.); Habicht, “Volksbeschliusse,” 181. Cf. the submission of a written notice (e/sgraphe, a concept 
similar to prographe, which was used in Samos) by a citizen to the people's assembly in Mylasa: 
Gauthier, “Nouvelles inscriptions de Claros,” 18 (= SEG 49, 1503), ll.31—34 (c.250 B.C.), and his 
commentary on p. 23 (dated in SEG to c.250 or 227-€.219 B.C.). 


103 


GREEK CITIES AND HELLENISTIC KINGS 


Even if proposals were written down for the council, obviously with the 
final purpose of being brought before the peoples assembly, the initiative often 
lay in the hands of the assembly. Samian inscriptions demonstrate that the 
prytaneis put forward proposals that originated în the assembly itself.215 "The 
“written notice” (proegrapsanto) formula was used in those Samian decrees 
which referred only to the people, without mentioning the council. One of them 
is the honorific decree probably for an Arcadian. "The other is the honorific 
decree for Epicrates from Heraclea. Both belong to approximately the same 
time, the late third or second century.21€ Examples of the people's assembly 
giving order to the prytaneis or the council to prepare a draft of a decree are 
well known in other Greek cities.7!7 "This practice becomes prominent in Samos 
only in the provincial period, as demonstrated by the honorific decree for 
Straton, son of Straton: the people's assembly commissioned the proposals that 
were brought before the assembly by the prytaneis.218 

“The prytaneis also introduced proposals based on the probouleumata of the 
Samian council, which are first documented in the first half of the third cen- 
tury. 'I'wo of the four such known inscriptions date to the reign of Ptolemy IL, 
and the remaining two to the late third or early second century.2!” Although it îs 
not necessary that in all these cases the motion itself originated in the council, 
the use of new terminology probably reflected a change in the position of the 
council. Administrative vocabulary was becoming more complex as legislative 
proposals by the council had to be distinguished from those put forward by the 
people. It is difficult to say what influence Ptolemy could have had on this de- 
velopment, if any, but the prytaneis clearly put before the peoples assembly 
proposals by both the council and the assembly.2% Finally, one more group of 
such motions was based on letters sent to Samos on various occasions, as shown 
in the honorific decree for Ptolemy III.2! As a result, of all the regular Samian 


215. SEG 1, 367.1-2, 5 (early 2nd cent. B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 1 (c.285 B.C.). Cf. OGI 41.13 (c.260 
B.c.?) = IG XIL.6, ro (c.280-246 B.c.). The formula 5e50Xx0a. To Spui became used more fre- 
quently after c.280 B.c.: Rhodes and Lewis, Decrees, 490. 

216. AM 72 (1957 [1958]), 231-232, no. 61.1—3 (late 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.) = 1G XIL.6, 
130 (2nd cent. B.C.); JG XII.6, 128.1—3 (c.200 B.C.). 

217. BE 1954, no. 209, pp. 161-162; Robert, Hellenica, 11-12:208 n.q. For this interpreta- 
tion, see also Swoboda, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 72-73. 

218. See Wilhelm, “Zu den Inschriften von Priene,” 9.4-6 (after 133 B.C.), with Robert, 
Hellenica, 11—12:207-—208 (and notes); see also BCH 5 (1881): 477, no. 1.1-3 2 IG XIL.6, 10 (Samos, 
c.280-246 B.C.). 

219. IG XIIL.6, 95.1-2, 18-19 (28os B.C.), 118 (c.280-246 B.C.);, AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 233— 
241, n0. 04 (201-197 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 12 (c.198-—197 B.C.); IG XIL.6, 128 (c.200 B.c.). The last two 
use the same formula: ka. âv rîu Bovdit kai Tât Su 56Ent (56£eL) kai 1] Bou 1rpoefovhevoev 
eTeLoayew (emayayeiv) (mepi TovTwv) ev Tais dpxaipeoiats. 

220. See also [.Magnesia 103.23—24 with the restoration in SEG 1 (1924), p. 95 n.2: UTrEp Ov 
[ot 1purăveis Tis Bovifis mpopovheulodons mpoeypăbavrlo KkTA.] (2nd cent. B.c.). 

221. AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 226-227, no. 59.6-7, 13—15 (€.243—242 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 156 (c.245— 
244 B.C.), dated to c.235 B.C. by Tracy, “Hands,” 75. 
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officials, only the prytaneis are documented as putting forward legislative pro- 
posals before the peoples assembly. Having the right to bring forward legisla- 
tive proposals, the prytaneis also had the right to convene the assembly itself.222 

As in Miletus, the administration of the Samian assembly was carried out 
by an overseer (epistates), who administered the vote în the assembly.22 Addi- 
tionally, the context of this decree makes it clear that the overseer had the right 
to prevent proposals from being voted on and therefore was able to influence 
the proceedings of the assembly. "The râle of this elective official was very 
important. "The word itself was of a very broad application, while the evidence 
we have for the overseer in Samos is limited: the only other mention of the 
epistates, in the honorific decree for Boulagoras, refers to a very different posi- 
tion, though he too was elected at the assembly. The two known references 
to epistatountos are both restorations.2* "To my knowledge, there is no direct 
evidence for the use of this formula in Samos. All the known evidence for 
the overseers, even together with the restorations of epistatountos, dates to after 
the mid-third century. Whether the absence of evidence for the overseers in the 
fourth and early third centuries results from the small number or unrepre- 
sentative character of the extant sources, is hard to say. It is also hard 
to imagine, though, that there was no one responsible for the conduct of the 
assembly before the mid-third century. However, as the evidence stands, the 
overseers at the assembly become documented at approximately the same time 
as the proposals of the prytane:s, the probouleumata of the council, and the 
decisions initiated by the people and entrusted to the prytaneis for the preparing 
of drafts, which all testify to the growing sophistication of city administration. 

Proposals made before the assembly represent further evidence for the 
important position which the peoples assembly occupied in Samian adminis- 
tration. Of the two formulae used in such cases, “N, son of N, said” was in use 
from the fourth to the second centuries.22 The other formula, used much more 


222. IG XIL.6, 172a.3—5 (the so-called Grain Decree, c.250-—200 B.C.?). 

223. IG XIL.6, 172a.88-—89 (c.250-200 B.C.?). Gschnitzer (“Prytanis,” 770) thought that the 
overseer probably was elected after the assembly had been convened; cf. Shipley, History, 305: 
“probably daily president of prytaneis.” 

224. IG XIL.6, 11 (> SEG 1, 366).23-25 (decree for Boulagoras, 243-242 B.C. or later); 
Wilhelm, “Zu den Inschriften von Priene,” 9.3—4; SEG 27, 545.1—3 (2nd half of grd cent. B.C.) = 
IG XIL.6, 169 (Samos, c.245—244 B.C.). 

225. Curtius, Inschrifien, 32, no. 10 (306-301 B.C.2) = IG XIL.6, 39 (late 4th cent. B.C.); cf. 33, 
no. 12 (late 4th cent. B.c.) = JG XIL.6, 8 (early 3rd cent. B.C.); SEG 1, 330 (c.322-—306 B.C.) = IG 
XIL.6, 18 (soon after 322 B.C.), 351 (c.322-306 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 25 (soon after 306 B.C.), 354 (after 306 
B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 20 (306-301 B.C.), 355 (late qth cent. B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 24 (soon after 306 B.C.), 356 
(late 4th cent. B.c.) = 7JG XIL.6, 23 (after 306 B.c.), 361 (late 4th cent. B.C.) = 7G XII.6, 406 (soon after 
322 B.C.); AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 164-165, no. 2 (324-322 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 43 (soon after 322 B.C.), 
183-186, no. 19 (c.321/c.306 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 52 (late qth cent. B.C.), 190-191, no. 23 (306-301 B.C.) 
= IG XIL6, 38 (late qth cent. B.C.), 197-198, no. 30 (c.306 B.c.?) = IG XIL.6, 58 (late 4th cent. B.C.). 
IG XIL.6, 17 (c.322 B.C.), 27 (soon after 306 B.C.), 31 (c.306-—301 B.C.), 65 (late 4th cent. B.C.) and (?) 
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rarely and not encountered after the mid-third century, was “N, son of N, (and) 
P, son of P, said.”27* Not more than two people made such proposals. Some of 
these decrees refer only to the people.27 But the majority contain references 
to the council and the assembly together. 

What was the status of these people? Werner Transier was uncertain as to 
whether they were members of the council or private individuals.22%5 However, 
in later Samian decrees such proposals chronologically coexist, though never in 
the same decree, with the proposals of the pryranes, suggesting that their au- 
thors were not members of the council at this time and probably before that. Some 
decrees containing such proposals do not refer to the council. And in contrast 
with the decrees that mention the proposals of the prytane:s, decrees with such 
proposals never refer to probouleumata. "Taking into account that the office of 
those who made such proposals is never mentioned, it looks as if these men were 
private individuals acting on their own initiative and speaking ad hoc. "They were 
unlikely to be temporary commissioners elected by the assembly for dealing with 
a particular matter because such commissions generally consisted of more than 
two people. Probably the men who made such proposals were the very rhetors 
whom we have already seen în the so-called Samian Grain Decree.7 

Sometime in the third and second century, two decrees with such pro- 
posals, by Lysandros and by Hegesias, contained the “written notice” formula. 
As we have seen, it is uncertain if this formula always designated proposals 
submitted to the council. Additionally, the decree proposed by Hegesias does 
not refer to the decision of the council, and the same could be true for the decree 
proposed by Lysandros. As a result, it is hard to say if these decrees testify to 
the mounting control of the council over the assembly or to the continuing 
importance and independence of the latter.2% 





SEG 30, 1078 (Hellenistic period) = /G XI1.6, 84 (early 3rd cent. B.C.). SEG 1, 359 (3rd cent. B.C.) = 
IG XIL.6, 96 (early 3rd cent. B.C.), 360 (3rd cent. B.c.) = JG XIL.6, 26 (soon after 306 B.C.), AM 72 
(1957 [1958]): 182-183, no. 18 (321-281 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, ş1 (late qth cent. B.C.), 204-205, no. 41 
(321-281 B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 98 (3rd cent. B.C.), 231-232, no. Gr (late 3rd or early 2nd cent. B.C.) = IG 
XIL.6, 130 (2nd cent. B.C.); LSCG 123 = Michel, Recueil, no. 371 (2nd cent. B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 3 (late 
3rd cent. B.C.); AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 214, no. 52 (early 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.c.) = IG XIL.6, 82 (early 
3rd cent. B.C.). 

226. Syll.3 333 (c.303 B.c.)= IG XIL.6, 30 (306-301 B.C.); SEG 1, 332 (c.322-306 8B.c.)= IG XIL.6, 
32 (306-301 B.C.); AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 224, no. 58 (c.260 B.c.) = JG XIL.6, 122 (mid-ard cent. B.C.). 

227. SEG 1, 351.2—3 (c.322-306 B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 25 (soon after 306 B.C.), 301.3 (late 4th 
cent. B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 46 (soon after 322 B.C.); AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 224, no. 58.1—2 (c.260 B.C.) = 
IG XIL.6, 122 (mid-3rd cent. B.C.), 231-232, no. 61.1—2 (late 3rd or early 2nd cent. B.C.) = IG XIL.6, 
130 (2nd cent. B.c.). But cf. JG XIL.6, 17.1—3, 26 (322 B.C.), and 5/15 333.13 (c.305 B.c.) = IG 
XII.6, 30 (306-301 B.C.). 

228. 'Transier, “SAMIAKA,” 48. 

229. IG XIL.6, 172a.88—89 (c.250-—200 B.C.?). 

230. SEG 1, 359.1-3: proposed by Lysandros (3rd cent. B.c.) = IG XII.6, 96 (early 3rd cent. 
B.C.). AM 72 (1957 [1958]): 231-232, no. 61.1—3: by Hegesias (late 3rd or early 2nd cent. B.c.) = IG 
XII.6, 130 (2nd cent. B.C.). See esp. Rhodes and Lewis, Decrees, 495 (with n.74). 
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The Language of Responsibilities 


Language 


The Greeks did not use Latin in their daily lives. The majority of them did not 
know it. În Asian cities inscriptions in Latin were set up only by Romans or as 
copies of Roman documents that were relevant to the affairs of the city. In the 
provincial period, too, the administration of Asian cities was documented in 
Greek, and the same words continued to be used as before. It would be natural, 
therefore, to ask ourselves if the meanings of these words and the ways in which 
they were used remained the same or were transformed under the Romans. 


Arche 


City archai in the province of Asia are often interpreted as magistracies or 
executive offices. However, the word archon retained its basic meaning of 
designating anyone who had “authority” or “leadership” in general as opposed 
to private persons, for example: “let no one, neither archon nor anybody else, 
substitute monetary payment for these /estourgia:” (Miletus) and “let no one, 
neither archon nor secretary nor private individual, transfer money from these 
bequests into some other business” (Aphrodisias).? The Roman documents, 


1. Chapot, Province, 237-238; Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic History, 387; Reinhold 
Merkelbach, “Inschrift von Magnesia 59.8,” ZPE 8 (1971): 103; Macro, “Cities,” 677-078. See 
Sartre, Asie Mineure, 224. 

2. Milet 1 3, 134 (> LSAM 53).18—20 (late 1st cent. A.D.); LW 1611.46—48 (Aphrodisias, 
1st cent. A.D.). Other examples: REG 19 (1906): 233-234, no. 138b.1-6 (Aphrodisias, imperial 
period); /.Jasos 248.54-57 (reign of Hadrian), 7. Ephesos la 26.20a (A.D. 180-192), 27.108—109, 
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whether originally written in or translated into Greek, also refer to arche in a 
general sense, as did the letter of Q. Oppius to Aphrodisias.5 

“This general meaning of the word archon and its cognates made it possible 
for the Greeks to use them for administrative levels other than that of cities. În 
the League of Asia, these words designated the offices of the asiarch, the ekdrPos, 
and the agonothetes.* "The Leagues of Bithynia, Lycia, and Crete employed them 
as well.5 "The word arche was used with respect to the province as a whole and 
to the power of the Romans în general.€ "This word and its cognates could be 
applied to offices in types of settlements other than cities, such as Poma: and 
Fatoikiai.! On administrative levels lower than that of the entire city, they could 
be used in relation to officials of the city council and various social organizations, 
including phylai, gerousiai, and numerous religious associations.5 

Even when the word arche and its cognates referred to the administrative 
level of the entire city, they designated not only executives but also officials with 
legislative responsibilities, such as city councilors and prytaneis.” Addresses to 





315-316 (A.D. 104); SyIl.% 852.37-39 (Fhera, A.D. 149-150); Robert, OMS, 1:248, 1.7 (Delphi, 
early 1st cent. B.C.), SEG 12, 554.22-23 (Commagene, mid-1st cent. B.C.);, Poll. 8.84. 

3. Reynolds, Aphrodisias, no. 3.34—-41 (ast cent. B.C.), with Glen W. Bowersock, review of 
Aphrodisias and Rome, by ]. M. Reynolds, Gnomon 56 (1984): 51. 

4. Margarete Rossner, “Asiarchen und Archiereis Asias,” SCO 16 (1974): 101-142; Andreas 
Mehl, “Asiarchie,” in NPauly 2 (1997), 8o; see also Steven ]. Friesen, “Asiarchs,” ZPE 126 (1999): 
275-290. Ekdikos: Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.76—79 (4 B.C.), 121 (1 B.C.). Agonothetes: SEG 42, 1186b.1-6 
(Aezani, after A.D. 160-170). 

5. I.Prusias ad Hypium 10.8—9 (before A.D. 212). Lycia: IGR III 473.35—37 with SEG 41, 1358 
(Balboura, c. A.p. 200); IGR III 693.6—10 (Aperlae, imperial period); cf. FAM II 420.3—5 (Patara, 
early imperial period), 1200.12-—14 (Phaselis, 2nd cent. A.D.?). See also Strabo 14.3.3, p. C 665; 
Shelagh Jameson, “The Lycian League,” in ANRW 7.2 (1980), 842-851. "The Cretarch: /C IV 
(Gortyn), no. 250 (1st cent. B.c.); CIG 11 2744.7 (Aphrodisias, imperial period), Rouanet-Liesenfelt, 
“Le Crctarque Kydas,” 346-347, 351. 

6. Î.Prusias ad Hypium 47.4—5 (late 2nd cent. A.D.);, cf. D.C. 40.44.2; IGR IV 566.19-21 
(Aezani, reign of Septimius Severus); /.Srratonikeia 1101.3 (imperial period). For much earlier times: 
Polyb. 21.32.2. 

7. BCH 20 (1896): 393—394, no. 1: archon (Fatoikia Tyris in Lydia, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); 
1. Tralleis | 69.20—21: agoranomos (from near Tralles, c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.); IGR IV 1665.10-11 
(Ratoikia 'Tyris in Lydia, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.) with Robert, OMS, 1:621 n.6. 

8. City council: Miler 1 7, 227.47, 228.5-7 (reign of Trajan), IG XIL.5, 885.1-3, 886.1—3 (Tenos, 
1st cent. B.C.). Phylarchos: Sardis VIL.1, no. 56.10 (A.D. 125-150); 1. Prusias ad Hypium 1.15—16 (A.D. 
202-212), 2.1213 (before A.D. 212), OGI 544.35—36 and Bosch, OQue/len, 214, no. 165.2 (both from 
Ancyra, 2nd cent. A.D.). Gerousiai: IGR IV 782.9-12 (Apamea in Phrygia, imperial period), CIG II 
2220.12 (Chios, 3rd cent. A.D.); . Hadrianoi und Hadrianeia 40 (A.D. 123—132), 53 (A.D. 123-152; both 
from Hadrianea); ]. Tra/leis 1 67.9—11 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); Levy, “Etudes” (1895), 245-250. Re- 
ligious associations: SEG 39, 1189.2—3 (Ephesus, reign of Antoninus Pius), Sardis VIL.1, no. 793.25, 
30 (A.D. 212-217); SEG 41, 1330.2 (Carain near Attalea in Pamphylia, imperial period); JOSPE P 
425.11-12 (Chersonesos, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.); Sy/1.5 813.2—3 (Delphi, c. A.D. 672). 

9. Councilors:.5y//.3 838 = 1. Ephesos V 1487 = Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 82.11—14 (Hadrian 
to Ephesus, A.D. 128-129). Prytaneis: LW 212.10-—11 (Miletus, reign of Marcus Aurelius), SEG 45, 
1508a.22-—23 (Bargylia, 2nd-1st cent. B.C.); OGI 441.140-—141 (Stratonicea in Caria, 81 B.C.) with 
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Greek cities that mentioned only the archontes could thus refer to city counculs 
as well. The word arche and its cognates were also used to designate military 
officials, many of whom acquired police functions în the provincial period.!l 
Inscriptions from Aphrodisias, Chios, Mylasa, Pergamum, and other cities 
demonstrate that religious offices were labeled with this word and its cognates 
as well.12 Because in the Roman period arche retained its general meaning of 
“leadership” and “authority,” various city offices that, from the present-day 
point of view, count as administrative posts, were not archai in the opinion 
of the Greeks, including the secretaryship, the Jekaprote:a, the ekdikia, and 
other offices that emerged in Asian cities only under the Romans.!* As in 
the preprovincial period, neither ambassadors nor superintendents of works 
nor teachers were regarded as archontes. Nor were doctors, though such infor- 
mation is available only from the provinces bordering on Asia.1+ 





Christian Habicht, “Zu griechischen Inschriften aus Kleinasien,” ZA 31 (1999): 29; SEG 44, 
1153.2—3 (Arycanda, 1st-2nd cent. A.D.); JG XIL.5, 885.1-6, 886.1-5 (Lenos, 1st cent. B.C.). 

10. Milet | 9, 360.1—2 (early 1st cent. A.D.); SEG 44, 977f.1 (Sardis, A.D. 136); Malay, Re- 
searches, 119-120, no. 131 (> SEG 49, 1676).26—27 (Sardis, A.D. 188-189); Welles, RC, no. 75.1 
(Artaban III, King of Parthia, to Seleucea on the Eulacus/Susa, A.D. 21); FAM II 420.3-5 (Patara, 
early imperial period), 1202.8—17 (Phaselis, A.D. 145-146); IG XI1.9, 236.46—47 (Eretria, c.100 B.C.); 
P.Oxy. VIII 1104.4 (A.D. 306), XIV 1662.2-4 (A.D. 246), XVII 2109.3—4 (A.D. 261). 

11. Î.Mylasa 110.5-6 (late 2nd cent. B.C.); MAMA IX 29.6-8 (Aezani, after A.D. 212); IG 
XIIL.6, 464.46 (Samos, 1st cent. B.C.); Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.133 (1 B.C.); LW 656 (Philadelphia, reign 
of Domitian), Reynolds, Aphrodisias, nos. 28.4—5, 30.20 (late Republican); I.Smyrna 771.12—19 (c. 
A.D. 125); Î.Keramos 14.32—33 (c. mid-1st cent. A.D.); BCH 57 (1933), 534-535 > Robert, OMS, 
1:502-503 (Chios, mid-1st cent. A.D.), CIG II 2221b.3-—7 (Chios, 3rd cent. A.D.); IG XII.3, 201.3 
(Astypalaca, 2nd or 1st cent. B.c.); XII.5, 885.23, 886.16 (Tenos, 1st cent. B.C.); Ulpian, Dig. 
27.1.15.9. Military offices as archai: Holleaux, Etudes, 3:213; Clerc, “De rebus Thyatirenorum 
commentatio epigraphica,” 52-53; Macro, “Cities,” 078. But in some such cases, the word archon 
was used only to designate the superior position inside the college of the generals: e.g., J. Hadrianoi 
und Hadrianeia 135.9—11 (Hadrianea, A.D. 170) with Dmitriev, “Notes,” 107; cf. the archon of 
stratiotai in IG XIL.6, 1204 (Corassia, 2nd cent. B.C.). 

12. CIG II 2778.6-11 (Aphrodisias, late 1st cent. A.D.2); Reynolds, Aphrodisias, no. 30.13—17 
(late Republic), CIG II 2221b.11-13 (Chios, zrd cent. A.D.); 7.My/asa 522.13 (imperial period); 
IGR IV 292.38—39 (Pergamum, after 129 B.C.), dated by Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 302—304, no. 
347, to c.81 B.C.; Sardis VIL.1, no. 27.13—19 (2nd quarter of 1st cent. B.C.2); ]. Tra/leis | 88.13—14 
(2nd cent. A.D.?);, TAM II 420.3—5 (Patara, early imperial period). 

13. Secretaryship: LI 1611.46-48 (Aphrodisias, 1st cent. A.D.); Î.Kibyra 43 > LW 1213c 
(Cibyra in Pisidia, 2nd cent. A.D. or later); FAM II 838d (= IGR III 649).6-7 (Idebessus, 2nd cent. 
A.D.). Cf. the treatment of these posts by modern authors who put them on the lists of city offices; 
e.g., Chapot, Province, 569: those of the secretaries, judges, /ogistai, Macro, “Cities,” 678: secre- 
taryship; Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:199: secretaryship, ekdikiai. 

14. Ambassadors: IGR IV 471.5 (Pergamum, 1st cent. B.C.), 881 (Tacina, c. A.D. 202-203); 
1.Didyma 312.11—12 (A.D. 125-150); MAMA VIII 408.7-8 (Aphrodisias, 1st cent. A.D.); /.Stratonikeia 
1028.10-11 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.2). Ergepistatai: MAMA VIII 473.5—8 (Aphrodisias, Roman pe- 
riod); I. Laodikeia am Lykos 1 83.7-9 (early 2nd cent. A.D.). Teachers: 7. Pergamon Il 252.3—4 (c. late 
Hellenistic period). Doctors: JGR III 534 (= FAM Il 147).3—8 (Lydae, 1st cent. B.C.?), 693 (Aperlae, 
imperial period). 


III 


CITIES OF THE PROVINCE OF ASIA 


“The words archon, arche, and their cognates could also be used in a narrow 
sense, solely for the purpose of designating executive power. For example, they 
helped to distinguish the power of city archontes from that of the councilors.!5 
Inscriptions from Asia often refer to the archontes alongside the council, es- 
pecially in the greeting formula “to the archontes, council, and people, greet- 
ings,” which the Romans, including the emperors, addressed to Ephesus, 
Pergamum, Stratonicea, and other Asian cities.!5 Such phrases could also be 
translations from Latin, but they were the same as in the preprovincial period 
and therefore provide us with further evidence for how the Romans were using 
and adopting the administrative terminology and practices of the Greeks. Greek 
Literary sources from the Roman period do not include juridical activities among 
archai, and inscriptions treat religious offices în a similar fashion.! Finally, the 
word arche and its cognates could be used for designating the power of city 
archontes as a special type of official in Greek cities, which is particularly visible 
when archontes of cities were mentioned side by side with those from various social 
organizations.18 "The word arche and its cognates therefore were used either în a 
general sense that encompassed various official responsibilities or in a narrow 
sense that applied only to the activity of executive officials. 

“The sources of the provincial period use the word synarchia to designate 
executive, as opposed to legislative, offices. For example, Aulus Aemilius Sextus 
Zosimos, a prominent benefactor from Priene, was praised for having provided 
two feasts for the council and synarchiai. "The council and synarchia of asus were 
treated generously on the birthday of the emperor Claudius. Similarly, the term 
synarchia was not used for religious offices, as we see in neighboring Lycia. The 
word synarchia thus continued to be used only in the administrative sense, which 
probably reflected the growing tendency, dating to the Hellenistic period, to 


15. I.Priene 109.218—219 (c.120s B.C.), 112.110-111, 113.63—64, 114.20-27 (all after 84 B.C.); 
IGR IV 661.8-9 (Acmonia, A.D. 85); $y/1.3 7353-19-21 (Argos), 736.56-—537 (Andania, 92 B.C.); Plut. 
Praec.ger.reip. 19, 815a; Paus. 3.11.2; Harp. s.v. ETTLĂAXWV. 

16. Sherk, Documents, nos. 14.89-90 (L. Calpurnius Piso to Hierapytna, 112 B.C.), which is 
probably the earliest known example, 49a.2—4 (L. C. Sulla to Cos, c.84 B.C.), 18 (= OGI 441 = 
I.Stratonikeia 505 = Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 308-313, no. 349).2 (SC de Stratonicensibus, 81 
B.C.), 55.3 (P. Servilius Isauricus to Pergamum, 40-44 B.C.), 60 (= 7.Mylasa 602).3—4 (Octavian to 
Mylasa, 31 B.C.); Sy/1.5 838 (= 1.Ephesos V 1487).4—5 (Hadrian to Ephesus, A.D. 128-129), IGR IV 
351.22-23 (Hadrian to Pergamum). 

17. E.g., Plut. Praec.ger.reip. 19, 815a. În the late antique period: Liban. Dec. 14.8. Religious 
offices: [.Srratonikeia 690.2 (Lagina, imperial period); Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.103 (2 B.C.); TAM II 838d 
(= IGR III 649).6-7 (Idebessus, 2nd cent. A.D.), OGI 383.172-—173 (regulation of Antiochos I in 
Commagene, early 1st cent. B.C.), SEG 24, 1112.8—11 (Histria, 2nd cent. A.D.). 

18. E.g., Sherk, Documents, no. 55.5—10 (P. Servilius Isauricus to Pergamum, 46-44 B.C.); 
I.Didyma $4.23—25 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.); 7. Prusias ad Hypium 87.3—5 (2nd cent. A.D.?). 
Coins: /. Hadrianoi und Hadrianeia, pp. 124-126, nos. 1-2, 4, 10, 13, 27, 32, 35-45 (Hadrianoi); 
pp. 127-130, nos. 7, 10-15 (Hadrianea). Two groups of archontes mentioned side by side: Î. Nikaia 
Gr.8—11 (3rd cent. A.D.); I. Prusias ad Hypium 1.15—16 (A.D. 202-212). Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 270: 
archontes “in the strict sense.” 
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employ the word arche as a designation for city offices and, in particular, executive 
offices and, in later times, religious offices. !? Inscriptions from Greek-speaking 
provinces refer to the generals and the pryraneis as synarchontes, probably be- 
cause of the growing understanding of such offices as a part of city administra- 
tion.% But the use of this word in such situations does not mean that it had 
acquired an additional meaning or that its original meaning had been expanded. 
“The word archon indicated a relationship among members ofa college rather than 
their status in city administration, while the word synarchontes meant not a col- 
lege of fellow archontes but a college that was headed by an archon who had au- 
thority over the rest of the college.?! 

Starting in the first century B.C., inscriptions from Asian cities began to 
attach various epithets to the word arche. Iollas, son of Iollas, from Sardis, was 
honored for having performed various offices and functions as well as “other 
highest archa:.” Hermias, son of Hermias, from Aphrodisias, performed the 
leitourgiai of gymnasiarchia and stephanephoria with utmost generosity and dis- 
tinction and “held all highest archa; in the most brilliant fashion.” Ael. Aur. 
Ammianus Papias, also from Aphrodisias, accomplished the “first arca and 
leitourgiai” before the required age. lulia Apphia Licinniana, from Pergamum, 
had ancestors who “performed the first and highest archa”” in that city.2? Some 
have thought that “highest arche” designated the position of a “normal archon.” 
Others have found it possible on the basis of this evidence to speak about the 
emerging hierarchy of Greek city offices.2 But such definitions could be used 
in the plural and therefore could be applied to several offices in the same city 
and at the same time. “Highest” and “first” archaz were part of “other /estourgiai,” 
implying that these and similar adjectives designated not so much adminis- 
tratively important offices but those that were primarily socially prestigious.2* 


19. J.Priene 109.218—219, 112.110—111, 114.26—27 (after 84 B.C.); SEG 43, 717.19—21 (asus, 
1st cent. A.D.);, FAM II 548a (= LSAM 78a).3-9 (Tlos, c.roo B.C.). The narrow sense of the word 
synarchia: IG XIL.8, 16.2-7 (Chios, found on Lemnos, c. mid-1st cent. A.D.), with REG 42 (1929): 
32-35 and 36, no. C (Chios, found in Aetolaria, 1st cent. B.C.);, SEG 17, 384 (Chios, 2nd cent. A.D.). 

20. Archontes: TAM V 693.12-—14 (lulia Gordus, reign of Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus); 
Bosch, Oue/len, 115, no. 99 (Ancyra, c. A.D. 120); IGR 1 568.7-9 (Nicopolis ad Istrum, 2nd cent. 
A.D.). The use of this word in relation to a league: Poland, Geschichte, 416. The generals: TAM V 
1362 (= 1. Magnesia am Sipylos 11).4—9 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.); CIG II 2221b (Chios, 3rd cent. A.D.). 
Cf. Diod. 16.31.5; Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 268-269. Prytaneis: Milet | 1, 20.12—15 (A.D. 135-136); 
17, 227 and 228 (reign of Trajan). 

21. So already Chapot, Province, 238. 

22. Sardis VIL.1, no. 27.18—19 (2nd quarter of st cent. B.C.?); cf. no. 41.6-8 (Philadelphia? st 
cent. A.D.); MAMA VIII 471.411 (Aphrodisias, Roman period); CIG II 2787.13—16 (Aphrodisias, 
imperial period); /. Pergamon IL 513.16-20 (imperial period). In Bithynia: 7.Kios 11b.1-2 (imperial 
period); Î.Prusias ad Hypium 1.6-7 (A.D. 202-212), 8.14 (after A.D. 212), 87.3—5 (2nd cent. A.D.2); 
I.Nikaia 61.8—11 (3rd cent. A.D.). 

23. Ameling, “Das Archontat in Bithynien,” 22, 24; Thomas Corsten in 7. Kios, p. 52. 

24. E.g., 1. Pergamon Il 513.17-—20 (imperial period); Sardis VIL.1, no. 41.6-8 (Philadelphia? 
1st cent. A.D.). 
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Inscriptions from other provinces also stress the social prestige of such archai 
by mentioning them together with costly /eirourgiai. 

Children could hold such “first” and “highest” offices as well, as did, 
for example, Aelius Aurelius Ammianus Papias and Aelius Aurelius Papios 
Tatianos from Aphrodisias. In the provincial period the officeholding of mi- 
nors could be only nominal, but even at that time children did not even nomi- 
nally hold the ramse:a or generalship or the post of the city councilor. "The 
connection of such epithets with the social status of these officeholders is also 
demonstrated by the use of other reputable designations, such as the “most 
honorable archa'” in Sardis, the “most splendid arche” in Attalea, and the “most 
remarkable archai and leitourgiai” in Side.% 


Leitourgia 


Modern interpretations of eitourgia in the province of Asia, as well as in other 
Greek-speaking provinces, tend to fall into the same two groups that have been 
devised to describe the meaning of this word in the preprovincial period. For 
some, /eitourgia was an obligation and therefore the equivalent of Roman munus.7 
Leilourgiai came to be viewed as compulsory public service or “liturgic offices."25 
But it is difficult to ascribe the appearance of compulsory /ertourgiai, including 
those of ordinary character, simply to Roman influence, because they have been 
encountered in Greek cities, including those of Asia, in the preprovincial period 
as well. Others have emphasized /eitourgia: as socially prestigious offices that 
required considerable financial expenditures.” Documents from the provincial 
period refer to some archai as leitourgiai, and cognates of both words are often 
used interchangeably with respect to the same city offices. As a result, the pro- 
cess of the “liturgization” of archai is thought to have continued into the pro- 
vincial period, when there was no actual difference between the two words. 


25. IES 57 (1937): 4, B.11-13 (Orcistus, A.D. 237); 1..Side 1l 7o.11-—12 (c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.). 

26. CIG II 2787.13—16, 2788.14-18 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.122— 
123 (1 B.C.), TAM V 829.14-16 (Attalea in Lydia, imperial period); ..Side II 7o.11-12 (c. mid-2nd 
cent. A.D.). 

27. Walter Henze, “De civitatibus liberis, quae fuerunt in provinciis populi Romani” (diss., Ber- 
lin: Weber, 1892), 5 n.1; Chapot, Province, 231; Oertel, Liturgie, 2-4; Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic 
History, 387, 389; Bosch, Quellen, 183; Macro, “Cities,” 677. See Drecoll, Liturgien, 237-238. 

28. E.g., Naphtali Lewis, ed., Leitourgia Papyri: Documents on Compulsory Public Service in 
Egypt under Roman Rule (Philadelphia: American Philosophical Society, 1963), passim. Pp. 9-10: 
identified with munera. 

29. Magie, Roman Rule, 61; Bremen, Limils, 21-22, 25. 

30. Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 256-257, 265; Chapot, Province, 231; Jones, Greek City, 339-340; 
Magie, Roman Rule, 61; Rostovtzeft, Socia/ and Economic History, 387; Veyne, Le pain, 274-275; Jacques 
and Scheid, Rome et /'integration, 255; Friedemann Quass, “Bemerkungen zur “Honoratiorenherrschaft 
in den griechischen Stădten der hellenistischen Zeit,” Gymnasium 99 (1992): 432-433; Sartre, Asie 
Mineure, 224-225; Drecoll, Liturgien, 218, 221; Stephan, Fonoratioren, 68. 
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However, even some of those who observed that in the provincial period the 
meanings of the two words could overlap tried to distinguish between them on 
the basis that “magistracies, in theory, involved first and foremost the personal 
service of an individual,” while “liturgies seem mostly to have presupposed the 
financial services of an individual for a specific purpose.”5l 

Post-Hellenistic sources preserved the old meaning of /estourgia as the 
“work for the demosion,” as confirmed by Plutarch, a later commentary on 
Demosthenes, and various Lexica of the Byzantine period.*? Because of its 
broad meaning, the word /ertourgia was used not only in city administration 
but also in katoikiai, komai, and social organizations of various kinds.% This 
word and its cognates were also applied to activities on a higher administra- 
tive level than that of the entire city, such as in various leagues and individual 
provinces.3* When the word /eitourgia was used în city administration, it con- 
tinued to have more than one meaning. As in the preprovincial period, this 
word and its cognates designated offices that required personal expenditures. 
“The verb archo was applied in the same sentence not only to archai but also to 
leitourgiai, and an honorific inscription for T. Aurelius lulianus of Nysa speaks 
of him as a “/eitourgos of every arche.”% On the whole, inscriptions from Roman 


Asia refer both to /estourgra: as part of all the archa: performed by the honorand 


and to archai as making up some of his /eitourgiai.*” 


Assuming expenses in office, often in fulfillment of a promise made before 
the election took place, was a preprovincial development. "The practice of reim- 


31. Bremen, Limils, 21. See also Liebenam, Srâdreverwaltung, 281-282; Macro, “Cities,” 677; 
cf. Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 301-303, on the difference in motivation between the holders of 
Leistungen and Amter respectively. 

32. Plut. Rom. 26.3 and Aetia Rom. et Gr. 280a; Schol.Dem. 20.298a; Phot. Lex. s.v. ATA, 
Hesych. Lex. s.v. AmuTovpyeiv, Suda s.v. XevTovpyukr, Erym.Magn. s.V. XeLToupyOS. 

33. JI. Tralleis 1 69.17—18 (from near 'Tralles, c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.). However, /itourgos in this 
case could be an honorary title; cf. ZAM V 967b.3 (st cent. A.D.), Keil and von Premerstein, Bericht, 
34-35, n0. 46 (Fatoikia Adrouta in Lydia, 24-23 B.C.); 37, no. 54 (a Fatoikia in Lydia, A.D. 42-43). 
Komai: SEG 9, 354.12-15 with 38, 1890 (Cyrene, late 1st cent. B.C.?). Various organizations: OGI 
383.166-171 (regulation of Antiochos I in Commagene, early 1st cent. B.c.), JOSPE IP q425.11-12 
(a thiasos in Chersonesos, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.). See also Poland, Geschichte, 419. 

34. E.g., Strabo 14.3.3, p. C 665 (Lycian League). Province of Asia: SEG 43, 766.24-25 
(Ephesus, A.D. 30-31); .Smyrna 593 (= Reynolds, Aphrodisias, 113-115, no. 14).3—4 (Trajan to 
Smyrna, c. A.D. 100-101 Or 101-102) with ]. Robert and L. Robert, BE 1983, no. 375. Cf. P.Oxy. 
XLIII 3105.2-6 (c. A.D. 229-235). 

35. I.Priene 113.15—19 (after 84 B.c.); Robert, Etudes Epigraphiques et philologiques, 46 n.6 (= 
Laum, Stifiungen, 2: 122, n0. 131).44-—52 (Nysa, reign of Hadrian). În such cases, the words 4/hanatos 
(“everlasting,” “perpetual”) and apaustos (“never-ending”) seem to have had the same meaning as 
aionios (“eternal,” “perpetual”), i.€., the designation for an “everlasting” foundation. See also 
I.Stratonikeia 289.6-7 (Panamara, imperial period?), MAMA VIII 471.49 (Aphrodisias, Roman 
period); IG V.1, 497.1-7 (Sparta, imperial period); cf. 1432.22—30 (39 B.C.). 

36. 1. Pergamon IL 473 (imperial period?); 7OAI 54 (1983): 125-126, Inv. no. 4267 (= SEG 
34, 1093).9—12 (Ephesus, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); Sardis VIL.1, no. 42.2—3 (Philadelphia, 1st—2nd cent. 
A.D.); SEG 45, 1535.6 (Nysa, imperial period). 

37. Î.Priene 102.7 (c.100 B.C.); Sardis VIL.1, no. 41.6-8 (Philadelphia? st cent. A.D.). 
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bursing official expenditures also survived well into the provincial period. Not 
all city offices had to be performed as /e;tourgraz. And not all /ertoureia: had to be 
city offices.5 For example, this word continued to be applied to military obliga- 
tions, either to Rome or to a city, as well as to the responsibilities of doctors and 
ambassadors, who still were not counted among city archontes.% In Greek in- 
scriptions and Roman legal documents, /eitoureia and its cognates continued to 
designate activities of an ordinary character, such as the supply of transporta- 
tion or lodging, repairing roads, and various other obligations, again demonstrat- 
ing that the meaning of /ertoureia did not meld with that of arche under the 
Romans.* A large number of Asian inscriptions refer to “archai and /eitourgiai.” 
For example, Ulpius Athenagoras, from Miletus, was the agonorhetes of the 
Capitoneia and performed “other archa: and /eitourgiai,” as did other local no- 
tables in Aphrodisias, Tralles, and elsewhere in Asia. "The coexistence of the two 
words again points out that their meanings remained distinct at this time,“ even 
though individual city offices in Roman Asia, such as the gymnasiarchia,* the 


38. E.g., 1.Didyma 312.10-12 (early 2nd cent. A.D.). 

39. Military obligations: SEG 41, 625.9-11 (Phanagorea, 88-87 B.C.); cf. Philostr. V.A. 5.38 
and references to freedom from military service and civic /eitourgiai, implying that military service 
was a form of /eitourgia: Sherk, Documents, no. 49b.9—10 (L. C. Sulla to the lonian guild of Dionysiac 
artists, c.84-81 B.C.), 58.22-23 (Octavian to Rhosus, 35 B.C.?). Doctors: IJGR IV 116.2—3: apxlaTrpov 
airovlphyarov (EHiera, imperial period). The word a/eirourgetos could mean just “freed from ob- 
ligation,” which was not necessarily relevant to medical duties even in the case of a doctor; see, 
however, TAM II 910.16-17: dATovpynoia TiunBevra, Larpevoavra mpoika (Rhodiapolis, im- 
perial period). Doctors and their immunity: Liebenam, Srădrevermaltung, 100-105. Ambassadors: 
1.Didyma 312.10—12 (early 2nd cent. A.D.); /.Prusias ad Hypium 8.9—11 (after A.D. 212), IOSPE P 
40.10-11 (Olbia er vicinia, 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.). 

40. IGR IV 295.37 (Pergamum, imperial period); SEG 13, 625 (Phrygia, early 3rd cent. 
A.D.); 19, 476a.9—16, b.15—19 (Moesia, A.D. 159-160); 26, 1392.31-—32 (Pisidia, early 1st cent. A.D.); 
Holleaux, Frudes, 1:271 (= Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 56) (Roman emperor [Hadrian?] to 
the Lyncestae in Macedonia) with Holleaux (pp. 271-275) and Oliver (pp. 148-150); $y//.3 880.50- 
57 (Pizi, A.D. 202). See Hermogenian Dig. 50.4.1.1-2; C.Th. 11.16.18: munera sordida (A.D. 390); 
B. Kubler, “Munus,” in RE 16 (1935), 648. Lists of these /eitourgiai: Neesen, “ Entwicklung,” 
205-216; Drecoll, Liturgien, 236-253. 

41. Î.Didyma 278.5—8 (2nd-ard cent. A.D.), Reynolds, Aphrodisias, no. 41.6-7 (late Republican— 
Augustan periods); I. Tra/leis | 112.10-12 (3rd cent. A.D.); TAM V 970.14-16, 23-24 (hyatira, im- 
perial period); LW 743-744 (Attouda in Phrygia, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 756 (Acmonia, imperial period), 
1661.47 (Nacrasus, imperial period); Keil and von Premerstein, Bericht, 38, no. 55.36-40 = Abbott 
and Johnson, Municipal Administration, no. 142.35—39 (appeal of peasants to emperors, Lydia), dated 
to the time of the Severi by Herrmann, Fi/ferufe, 14-15 (n.25), 34-55. See also 7.Side II 70.12 (c. 
mid-2nd cent. A.D.); JOSPE [2 40.22—23 (Olbia er vicinia, 2nd-grd cent. A.D.). Liebenam, Stădtevermal- 
tung, 281-282; Sartre, Asie Mineure, passim. Cf. I.Priene 102.7: 'Fhrasyboulos distinguished himself 
“in leitourgiai and the other archa” (c.1oo B.C.), Sardis VIL.1, no. 41.6-8: Ti. Claudius, son of Tiberius, 
was praised for having performed the “highest arca” and “other /eitourgiai” (Philadelphia? 1st cent. 
A.D.). But here too, although archai counted as /eitourgiai (surely because of financial expenditures 
that their holders had to bear), they were distinguished as a separate group of responsibilities. 

42. Milet | 7, 203.20-—22 (c.130 B.C.);, IGR IV 293b.11-12 (Pergamum, 1st half of 1st cent. 
B.C.);, 1.Priene 111.191-—194 (early 1st cent. B.C.); TAM II go5.XIV.G.6-9 (Rhodiapolis, c. mid- 
2nd cent. A.D.). Leitourgia: Î.Prusias ad Hypium 11.16—18 (A.D. 219-221). 
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stephanephoria;* and priestly functions, were sometimes designated as arche and 
sometimes as /e;tourgia.+ 

In addition to the verb /estourgein, which had been used for priestly of- 
fices in the preprovincial period, the noun /e:tourgia started to be applied to 
religious activities.* Because even authors of the Roman period considered 
leitourgia to have been “service for the Jemosion” and the demosion in its nar- 
row sense meant the opposite of “sacred” (the /iera), the use of the noun 
leitoureia in this context was likely to reflect the growing understanding of 
priestly offices as part of city administration.** Although the use of the noun 
in such cases was a new development, its roots went back to preprovincial times. 
Military offices, which were considered archas both before and under the Ro- 
mans, began to be increasingly viewed as /estourgiai in the provincial period, 
largely because of the increase in expenditures and civic responsibilities that 
such officials, who now were more concerned with police duties, had to bear." 
“The interpretation of the same office as either arche or /eitourgia in our sources 
thus depended not only on its character but also on the nature and purpose of 
the document, as well as on the context in which this office was mentioned 
(i.€., in the same way as in the preprovincial period). 


43. Auche: Laum, Stiflungen, 2: 122, no. 131 (Nysa, the reign of Hadrian). Leitourgia: Laum, 
Stiflungen, 2:122, no. 131 (Nysa, reign of Hadrian), MAMA VIII 471.411 (Aphrodisias, Roman 
period); I.Stratonikeia 264.2-—4, 206.1—3 (Panamara, imperial period?). 

44. Archai: CIG II 2778.6-11 (Aphrodisias, late 1st cent. A.D.2); .Mylasa 522.1—3 (imperial 
period); IGR IV 292.38-—39 (Pergamum, after 129 B.C.), dated by Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 302— 
304, no. 347, to c.81 B.C.; TAM II 496 (= F.Xanthos VII, no. 78).11—16 (Letoon, imperial period), 
838d (= GR III 649).6-—7 (debessus, 2nd cent. A.D.). Leitourgiai: MAMA VIII 471.411 (Aphrodisias, 
Roman period); /.Stratonikeia 289.3—7 (Panamara, imperial period?); IG II? 1028.28—2g (Attica, early 
1st cent. B.C.), 5/15 736.47-48, 73-75 (Andania, 92 B.C.), 872.17 (Eleusis, A.D. 177-180); IG V.r, 
583.8-9 (Laconia, Roman period?). 

45. Î.Stratonikeia 266.1—3 (Panamara, imperial period?); 7. Didyma 152.8—12 (early 2nd cent. 
A.D.); MAMA VIII 333.6-13 (Tiberiopolis, imperial period?); IG V.2, 266.6-9 (Mantinea, 46— 
43 B.C.). 

46. I.Mylasa 107.6 (late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.); .Kyme 17.3 (27 B.C.), 41.0-7 (1st cent. B.C.2); 
Milet | 3, 149.29 (187-186 B.c.?); Î. Ephesos VIL.r, 3046.16—17 (early 2nd cent. A.D.), SEG 41, 282 
and 284 (both from Argos, late Hellenistic period); 7HS 93 (1975): 183 (= BE 1976, no. 524) (Cyprus, 
1st cent. B.C.). 

47. TAM V 1409.2-6 (Lydia, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); 7.Smyrna 602.5—7 (letter of Septimius 
Severus and Caracalla, A.D. 198-209). Growing expenditures of generals: AM V 829.713 (Attalea 
in Lydia, imperial period), 942.5-6 (Thyatira, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.). See also Herrmann, 
“Mosaikinschrift,” 89 = SEG 44, 943 (2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), with his commentaries on pp. 91-92, 
and Peter Herrmann, “Milet unter Augustus: Erkenntnisse aus einem Inschriften-Neufund,” in 
ENEPI ELA: Studies of Ancient History and Epigraphy Presented to II. W. Pleket, ed. Johan H. M. 
Strubbe, Rolf A. Tybout, and Hendrick S. Versnel (Amsterdam: ]. C. Gieben, 1996), 9 n.21. Grow- 
ing civil responsibilities of generals: Liebenam, Srâdrevermaltung, 287-288; Chapot, Province, 240, 
242-243; Abbott and Johnson, Municipal Administration, 718; Macro, “Cities,” 678. Military offices 
as archai in the Roman period: TAM V 829.7-13 (Attalea in Lydia, imperial period), 1362 (= 
I.Magnesia am Sipylos 11).4—9 (ast-2nd cent. A.D.). 
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“The second century A.D. witnessed the development of the practice of 
granting freedom from /eitourgiai in the cities of provincia Asia.% "This free- 
dom could be bought for money, as demonstrated by an honorific decree that 
was discovered near Idebessus in Lycia. "The accentuated prohibition against 
substituting monetary payments for the newly established /eztourgiai of the 
molpoi and prophetai in Miletus implies that this practice was quite wide- 
spread.” By praising those who had been freed from performing /ertourgiai for 
nevertheless exercising certain offices, such documents reveal that the hold- 
ing of some offices was considered a /estourgia. "These offices included those of 
the priest and high priest, gymnasiarch, general, and doctor.” It is also in the 
second century that inscriptions from Asian cities start to refer to honorands 
as leitourgoi, that is, those who were eager to make expenditures despite hav- 
ing been freed from the need to perform /eitourgiai.5! A rise în the grants of 
freedom from /estourgiai and the appearance of /estourgoi in inscriptions from 
Asia went hand in hand. The word /ertourgos was applied not only to office 
holders but to various other benefactors, too. "Their designations as “/esrourgoi 
from ancestors” reinforced the idea of familial benefaction and indicated that 
the word /eitourgia and its cognates kept their broad meaning and could be used 
for activities of any benefactor, that is, not only of archontes.*? 

Similar to archai, leitourgiai also started to receive epithets in inscriptions 
from the province of Asia, though, it seems, only in the imperial period. In- 
scriptions refer to the “first” /ertourgiai in Ephesus, the “highest” and “first” 


48. IGR IV 295.37 (Pergamum, imperial period); .Smyrna 602.5—7 (A.D. 198-209); 1. Ephesos 
II 219.5 (imperial period), III 946.3, 5 (imperial period), 956a.2—4 (late 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.);, Reynolds, 
Aphrodisias, no. 8.44 (SC de Aphrodisiensibus, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); REG 19 (1906): 101, no. 14.17— 
20 (Aphrodisias, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.);, Panamara in /.Stratonikeia 16.12—14 (€. A.D. 200), 292 (im- 
perial period?), 205.5—7 (imperial period), 206a.4-—5 (imperial period?). In other Greek-speaking 
provinces, this practice seems to have developed earlier; sec, e.g., AM II 910.16-—17 (Rhodiapolis, 
imperial period); SEG 41, 625.9-11 (Phanagorea, 88-87 B.c.), IGLS 718 (36-34 B.C.). See OCD:, 
876 s.v. “Liturgy (Roman and Graeco-Roman Egyptian)”: immunity began to include “exemption 
from magistracies” “by the early zrd century.” For this process in other parts of the Roman Em- 
pire: Neesen, “Entwicklung,” 216. 

49. E.g., Milet 1 3, 134 (> LSAM 53).18—20 (late 1st cent. A.D.), TAM II 832.24 (Idebessus, 
imperial period). 

50. Î.Stratonikeia 16.9—13, 292.1—3, 293.5-9 (Panamara, imperial period?); Î.My/asa 105.9— 
10 (2nd cent. B.C.), 120.6—7 (late Hellenistic period); 7..Smyrna 602.5—7 (A.D. 198-209); TAM II 
910.16-17 (Rhodiapolis, imperial period). 

51. IG XIL.6, 312.2-6 (Samos, 3rd cent. A.D.); TAM V 949.6-7 (Thyatira, early 3rd cent. 
A.D.) with Herrmann ad hoc. See also 991.3-5 (Thyatira, imperial period); 7. Ephesos INI 608a.3 (reign 
of Elagabalus); VIL.r, 3058.8-g (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); J. Zra/leis 1 68.4—5 (2nd cent. A.D.); see 
also 69.17—18 (from near Tralles, c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.); 7. Erythrai 64.4—5 (3rd cent. A.D.); Milet | 
7, 203.9 (3rd cent. A.D.); .Didyma 267.5-8 (late imperial period), 404.0-7 (3rd cent. A.D.); JGR IV 
116.2-—3 (Hiera, imperial period), TAM II 910.16—17 (Rhodiapolis, imperial period). 

52. BCH 14 (1890), 610-611, no. 6.7-8 (Aphrodisias, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.), IG XIL.6, 312.10-— 
12 (Samos, 3rd cent. A.D.). Cf., e.g., Î. Tra/leis 1 69.11-13 (from near Tralles, c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.). 
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leitourgiai in Aphrodisias, or the “most remarkable archa: and /eitourgiai,” as 
in neighboring Pamphylia. Dio defended himself before the assembly of his 
native Prusa by claiming to have performed the “greatest /eitourgiar” for the 
city.5% The use of the same words for individuals implied that they were bene- 
factors, while the application of these words to individual offices made it clear 
that such offices had been held as costly /eitourgiai.5* The word /eitourgos too 
started to be provided with honorific epithets, which seem to have varied geo- 
graphically, as illustrated by such phrases as “estimable /ez/ourgos” in Ephesus 
and “perfect /eitourgos” în Miletus.* The same designations, respectively, were 
also applied to individual offices in these cities, such as “estimable asiarch” 
and “estimable bou/archos” in Ephesus and “perfect archon” in Miletus.5 These 
designations reflected the mounting cost of holding such offices, which raised 
their social prestige and turned them increasingly into social functions rather 
than administrative positions. 


Epimeleia 


“The word epimeleia and its cognates continued to be applied to activities on 
administrative levels other than that of the city, such as in gerousiai and other 
social organizations.* "They also designated activities of private individuals, 
including setting up statues, carrying out building projects for the city, and 
others.55 The word epimeleia retained its basic meaning of “care” în the most 
general sense. 


53. Î.Ephesos VI 2925.3 (imperial period?) CIG II 2775.10-12, 2787.13—16 (both from im- 
perial Aphrodisias); REG 19 (1906): 141, no. 72 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); [Side Il 70.11—12 
(c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.), Dio Or. 46.6. 

54. Î.Stratonikeia 690.6 (Lagina, imperial period); 7. Lampsakos 12.3—5 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.?); 
SEG 38, 1462.103 (Oenoanda, A.D. 125 or 126). Individual offices: /.Ephesos VIL.1, 3063.3, 30714 
(early zrd cent. A.D.); 7.Didyma 332.5 (grd cent. A.D.); TAM II 9o05.54-55 (Rhodiapolis, c. mid 
2nd cent. A.D.). 

55. Î.Ephesos Il 624.3 (reign of Macrinus), 668a.3 (reign of Elagabalus), 724.10 and 16 (reign 
of Gordian II12), 785.7 (imperial period), 792.2 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.); VIL.1, 3017.2 (early 
3rd cent. A.D.), 3058.8-9 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); VIL.2, 4343.10, 14 (early 3rd cent. A.D.). Cf. Milet 
I 3, 176.12 (3rd cent. A.D.); 1 7, 203.9 (3rd cent. A.D.); 7.Didyma 243.14 (c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.), 
252.67, 277.8 (both from 3rd cent. A.D.), 349.14 (2nd cent. A.D.2), 303a.3 (late rd cent. A.D.). 

56. I.Ephesos VIL.1, 3063.3, 3071.4 (early rd cent. A.D.); /.Didyma 332.5 (rd cent. A.D.). 

57. ÎI. Tralleis | 41.9 (A.D. 98102); 1.Erythrai 105: the archontes of the gerousia take care 
(em pueindevruv Tov dpxovTuv) of setting up an honorific inscription (imperial period). Other 
social organizations: MAMA IV 297.14-—15: the epimeletai Tov xwpiwv (Dionysoupolis, c. A.D. 250), 
tentatively interpreted by the editors (p. 112) as “village epimeletai.” See also $y1/.3 813.2—3 (Delphi, 
c. A.D. 672);.SEG 42, 580.5-8 (Macedonia, Roman period), with editorial comment ad hoc: epimeletai 
were ephebes, which suggests that these epime/eiai concerned the city gymnasium; Peter ]. Rhodes, 
“Epimeletai,” in NPauly 3 (1997), 1143. 

58. 1.Smyrna 626 (A.D. 138-161?), Keil and von Premerstein, Bericht, 51, no. 58 (Mysotimolos 
or Klannudda [?] in Lydia, 2nd cent. A.D.); Milner, Epigraphical Survey, 67, no. 146 (2nd or 3rd 
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This word and its cognates also designated the content of offices. For 
example, the secretary Athenaios, son of Menodotos, from Pergamum was 
praised for having performed well “this eprme/esa.” "The same city com- 
mended Metrodoros, son of Heracleon, for taking care of the upbringing of 
the ephebes and neo; as well as of the gymnasium (i.€., of what should have 
constituted the responsibilities of the gymnasiarchia, which he held). An hon- 
orific inscription for a prominent local benefactor from Phaselis mentions 
both the arche and its epimeleia when it says that “he was the erkosaprotos till 
the end, the gymnasiarch, the secretary of the council, the priest and prytanis 
twice; and he became the epime/etes of the gymnasiarchia and of public works 
and performed all the archa: in an honor-loving fashion.” "The epimeleza of 
the gymnasiarchia, mentioned alongside the gymnastarchia itself, probably 
designated having the responsibilities of the gymnasiarch without holding 
the office itself.* Such epimeletai are also known în inscriptions from other 
places.% "The word epimeletes referred to either regular magistrates or spe- 
cially appointed commissioners whose activity was directly relevant to a par- 
ticular field of city life, as demonstrated by references to the overseers of water 
reservoirs (epimeletai hydatos) in Ephesus and various sorts of epimeletai in 
other Greek provinces.0! 

Epimeleiai performed by city officials could go beyond the circle of their 
responsibilities and concern various fields of city life. For example, the gener- 
als paid honors to emperors, whereas the head of the councul, as well as archontes, 
set up honorific statues.% Different officials could be entrusted with similar 
epimeleia. In Miletus, Hadrian was to be honored by both the archontes (“the 





cent. A.D.). Building projects: JGR IV 228 (from near Cyzicus, imperial period). See also TAM V 
982.25-26 (Thyatira, 2nd cent. A.D.), 983.25-26 (Thyatira, late 2nd cent. A.D.); 7. Erythrai 63.11— 
I4 (c. A.D. 240). 

59. AM 35 (1910): 401-403, no. 13.28 (Pergamum, Roman period); 7. Pergamon Il 252.41—44 
(c. late Hellenistic period); TAM II 1202.7-14 (Phaselis, A.D. 145-146) with Robert, OMS, 1:290; 
Syll.3 872.7-8 (Eleusis, A.D. 177-180). 

60. AM 33 (1908): 389, no. 6.IL.6 (Pergamum, late 1st cent. B.C. or 1st cent. A.D.);, AM II 
1202.11-13 (Phaselis, A.D. 145-146); Robert, OMS, 1:281 (1.54), 290-291; JG II 3620.8-9 (Ath- 
ens, A.D. 161-162), 3688 (Athens, early 3rd cent. A.D.); SEG 24, 154a.2-—7 (Attica, Roman period), 
and 31, 635.1-5 (Orthopolis [?] in Macedonia, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), JOSPE E 43.11-13 (Olbia er 
vicinia, early 2nd cent. A.D.);, Philostr. VS, p. 225. 

Gr. 1.Ephesos VIL.r, 3217.3—5 (A.D. 113-114). Christian Habicht, “Zu den Epimeleten von 
Delos: 167-88,” Hermes 119 (1991): 194-216. Cf. the emtpueinTrăs ropuv To Bin SEG 41, 1376.3— 
4 (Lycia, Roman period?); the erriueinTăs Tov oiTuovkăv xpnudTuv in IG V.1, 495.3—4, with 
SEG 40, 346 (Mistra in Laconia, Antonine period); SEG 42, 580.5-8 (Macedonia, Roman period)— 
these were the epimeleiai relevant to the gymnasium of the city; Frym.Magn. s.v. eTruueAnTai. 

62. SEG 30, 1331 (Erythrae, A.D. 198-211); Î.Erythrai 63.11—14 (c. A.D. 240); MAMA VI 60 
(= OGI 492).9-13 (Trapezopolis, A.D. 117-138); TAM V 1361 (= Î.Magnesia am Sipylos 10).5—7 
(reign of the Severi), JG XII.9, 236.40-47: city councilors taking care of public pronouncements 
(Eretria, c.1oo B.C.). 
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city of the Milesians set up this inscription from the public finances through 
the care of the archontes”) and the prytaneis (“the council and the people acted 
in accordance with the written decision, through the care of Publius Aclius 
Flavius Apollonios, the archiprytanis for the third time, and his synarchontes”).65 
Both generals and treasurers set up honorific statues in Pergamum early in the 
second century.6* 

Officials on administrative levels other than that of the entire city were 
entrusted with various sorts of epimeleiai as well: the secretaries of the neoi 
in Pergamum took care of honors to the Roman proconsul, whereas the Jemarchoi 
and archidekanoi in Oenoanda were responsible for sacrifices in Pomai.% Con- 
versely, various officials could be engaged in the same epimeleia, such as 
the setting up the honorific statue of the emperor Trajan by the secretary 
and archontes of the gerousia in Tralles. Finally, the word epimeleia and its 
cognates were often applied not to archai but to various other activities.06 
T. Flavius, an imperial freedman whose cognomen has not survived, built 
a temple and baths, as did another imperial freedman, T. Claudius Halys, at 
his own expense and for the benefit of the city.6 Epimeleiai also involved 
the implementation of one-time decisions by those specifically appointed, 
extraordinary functions that did not concern city administration, and the 
supervision of various building works, which proliferated in Asia under the 
Romans.68 


63. Archontes: Milet 1 7, 230.8—10 (an honorific inscription for Hadrian, A.D. 123-124). 
Archontes taking care of honorific inscriptions: Milet 1 7, 231.8—11 (A.D. 126), 232.5—10 (A.D. 119). 
Prytaneis: IM 15 (1965): 119—120, no. 2.7-12 (A.D. 118-119). Prytaneis taking care of honorific 
inscriptions in the reign of 'Trajan: Milet 1 7, 227.4-7; in the reign of Antoninus Pius: Mier 1 7, 
233.13—16 (A.D. 137-161), 234.16-—19 (A.D. 142-161) 235.13—16 (A.D. 138-161); in the reign of 
Marcus Aurelius: Milet | 7, 237.7—10 (A.D. 173). 

64. I. Pergamon Il 22.14-—20 (A.D. 128-129), 55.9-13 (A.D. 117-138). 

65. 1. Pergamon IL 440.20-23 (the proconsulate of C. Antius Aulus Iulius Quadratus, early 
2nd cent. A.D.); SEG 38, 1462.80-81 (Oenoanda, A.D. 125 or 126). 

66. I.Tralleis | 41.9—15 (A.D. 98-102); Heinrich Swoboda, Josef Keil, and Fritz Knoll, 
Denkmăler aus Lykaonien, Pamphylien und Isaurien (Vienna: R. M. Rohrer, 1935), 73, no. 148: 
5 empeinroi 'Opeorov TiBeptov dpxepews (honors to Marcus Aurelius, Isaura Vetus, 
c. A.D. 175-180). Cf. a distinction drawn between archontes and epimeletai in a dedication to 
Domitian, later to Vespasian, by the demos of Caesareis Makedones Hyrkanioi: 7. Ephesos V 1498 
(A.D. 89/90). 

67. IGR IV 228.6: emupueeiq Tirov bhaouilov >eBaorov ameMlevepoul . . . (from near 
Cyzicus, imperial period), surely a counterpart of Latin curante; TAM Il 838d (= IGR III 649).6-— 
7 (Idebessus, 2nd cent. A.D.). 

68. Appointed for a particular task: MAMA VI 76.19—25 (Attouda, Roman period); IG 
XII.9, 236.65-69 (Eretria, c.1oo B.C.); Hesperia 32 (1963): 14, no. 13.12—14 (decree of an Attic 
Phyle, early 2nd cent. A.p.): IG 112 798.8-9 (Attica, mid-grd cent. A.D.). Extraordinary functions: 
TAM V 991.5—7 (hyatira, imperial period), IG VII 190.38 (Pagai, 1st cent. B.C.); cf. Oehler, 
““EmuueinTai,” 162. Supervision of building works: 7. Ephesos III 622.9—14 (€. A.D. 160); TAM 
V 242.8-9 (Cula, A.D. 209-210). The superintendent of works (epime/etes ergon): Liebenam, 
Stădteverwaltung, 384-385; Sherwin-White, Letters, 676. 
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Hy peresia 


In the Roman period the word /yperesia and its cognates could designate reli- 
gious and military positions and activities, including those on administrative 
levels other than that of the entire city.% "The basic meaning of hyperesia as 
“service” in a very general sense (i.€., not necessarily connected with holding 
office) survived into the provincial period. "The /yperetai were also builders? 
assistants, as in Magnesia, or clothes dealers, as in Sardis. The names of these 
hyperetai show their low social status, and religious hyperetai were often slaves.70 

Hoyperesiai have customarily been regarded as obligations and grouped with 
munera and leitourgiai.”! But the interrelationship between hyperesia, on the 
one hand, and arche and /eitourgia, on the other, could adopt more than one 
form, as has been best illustrated by an honorific inscription which refers to 
Laevianus Callistratus, from "Thyatira, as “a man who heeds the fatherland in 
all archai and leitourgiai and hyperesiai” and who “provided his /yperesiai to 
the fatherland also in other archai and /eitourgiai from a child's age.”? In other 
inscriptions too, Pyperesia and its cognates either are mentioned as distinct from 
archai and leitourgiai or are conjoined with /eitourgiai as well as archai.75 

The word /yperesia continued to refer to making financial expenditures 
in the provincial period.'* Inscriptions from Roman Asia rarely mention 
hyperesiai as responsibilities of city officials who were in charge of financing 
various projects, as were, for example, the gymnasiarchs in Aphrodisias and 
the chrysonomoi in Leros.75 Usually hyperesia was performed by private in- 


69. Religious: AM V 460.3-4 (Coresa in Lydia, A.D. 118-119); Labraunda IL.2, no. 59a.1— 
2 (2nd cent. A.D.);, Mitchell, Ankara District, 170-171, n0. 204.57 (village Icotarion [?] near Ancyra, 
A.D. 227). Military: TAM V 935.21-22 (Thyatira, late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.), 1343 (= 1. Magnesia 
am Sipylos 4).3—4 (2nd cent. B.C.); 1. Mylasa 374 (imperial period). 

70. I.Magnesia 239a.1-—2 (reign of Hadrian?); Sardis VIL.1, no. 168 (4th cent. A.D.). See Rob- 
ert, OMS, 7:733: hyperesia as a purchase of oil for the local gymnasium (central Greece). Names: 
1.Mylasa 374.9—10 (imperial period); see also Graindor, A4rhenes, 84-85. Slaves: Herrmann, Ergebnisse 
einer Reise, 25 (n.82); see also Poll. 8.114; Erym.Magn. s.v. ToEGTaL. 

7I. Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 255; Liebenam, Stădrevermaltung, 417-418. 

72. TAM V 983.18-21, 23-25 (Thyatira, late 2nd cent. A.D.), Herrmann, Neve Înschrifien, 
10, no. 7.8—12 (from near Yayaky, imperial period); REG 19 (1906): 231-232, no. 138a.16-17 (Aphro- 
disias, imperial period); IG XII.7, 406.7, 410.9-11 (both from Aegiale, late 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). 

73. Distinct: /.Jasos 87.7-9 (Roman period), VLAMA VIII 408.7-8 (Aphrodisias, 1st cent. 
A.D.), 473.5—8 (Aphrodisias, Roman period); 7. Prusa ad Olympum | 16.8—12 (imperial period); the 
leitourgiai: TAM V 1409.2-6 (Lydia, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.). Conjoined: 7. Ephesos la 17.53—55 (€. A.D. 
44); REG 19 (1906): 101, no. 14-17-20 (Aphrodisias, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.), 231-232, no. 138a.16- 
17 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); /..Sel/ge 27.5—7 (late 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); the /eitourgiai: IG XIL.7, 
406.7, 410.9-11 (both from Acgiale, late 2nd or zrd cent. A.D.). 

74. Sce esp. Louis Robert, “Inscriptions d”'Athenes et de la Grece centrale,” Archaiologike 
ephemeris 1969 [1970]: 27. 

75. REG 19 (1906): 246-247, no. 142.3 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); ASAA 25-26 (1963— 
1964 [1965]): 304-305, no. 2.28—31 (Leros, 107 B.C.). 
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dividuals who on their own initiative relieved the city of a financial burden, 
thus effectively offering a /eitourgia.6 Attinas Meliton, son of Attinas the son 
of 'Theodoros, from Aphrodisias, was honored by the city with the freedom 
from /ertourgiai, so that, as pronounced in his honorific decree, “he will be 
freed from any unwilling /yperesta.” "The prominent local benefactor Aulus 
Aemilius Sextus Zoticus was honored by the city of Priene for having per- 
formed the /yperesia of the choregoi. Another inscription in his honor refers 
to hyperesiai that nobody wanted to hold because of the financial burden 
associated with them. Although the inscription is fragmented in this place, 
it leaves little doubt that Zoticus performed these /yperesiar as well. 'Lhe 
proconsul Paullus Fabius Persicus ordered that the /yperesia previously held 
by the /ymnodoi in Ephesus should be transferred to the ephebes, who, to 
his mind, were fit for this /eitourgia.”” 

“The honorific inscriptions for Zoticus reveal that from the late first cen- 
tury B.C. hyperesiai were changing from official responsibilities into honorable 
activities that distinguished those who performed them from the rest of the city 
population. "The /yperesiai still involved the financing of various projects, but 
they acquired social importance because financing now came not as a part of 
official responsibilities and therefore from public money but from private means. 
Hyperesiai were, therefore, often mentioned alongside contributions and vari- 
ous services required by cities out of necessity. One such individual was |M. 
Claudius?] Berenicianus from 'Tralles, who was honored for having performed 
“many sitoniai and other hyperesta: with benefit to the fatherland.” Since sitoniai 
were usually costly /etourgrai, “other /yperesiai” were probably connected with 
large expenditures as well, though not necessarily in the form of occupying an 
elected position. Another one was Laevianus Callistratus, from "Thyatira, who 
distinguished himself in “services and /yperesiai.”%5 

Hyperesiai became a form of private benefaction by designating financial 
service to the city in the form of officeholding or some other way, such as do- 
nation or contribution or participation in a costly project. Because of the social 
prestige associated with private hyperesiar, in the provincial period the word 
hyperesia and its cognates became as prominent in Asian inscriptions as archai 
and /eitourgiai. They could be used with the words arche and /eitourgia in vari- 
ous ways. În the preprovincial period, epimele:a could designate various sorts 
of activity, and /yperesia referred only to financing. But in the Roman period 
hyperesia became dissociated from specific city offices and could be per- 
formed by any official, as well as by private individuals, that is, quite similar 


76. TAM V 940.7-9 (imperial period) with the editor”s commentary ad hoc; MAMA VII 
200a.6—11 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). 

77. REG 19 (1906): 101, no. 14.17-20 (Aphrodisias, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); I.Priene 113.60; 
cf. 112.27-29 (both from after 84 B.C.);, 7.Ephesos la 17.53—55 (€. A.D. 44). 

78. 1. Tralleis | 73.11-—15 (imperial period), TAM V 982.22-24 (Thyatira, 2nd cent. A.D.). 
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to epimeleia. However, contrary to archai and leitourgiai, epimeleiai do not 
seem to have ever been given any honorific epithets, while we have only one 
reference to the “most excellent /yperesias,” in a restored document that 
comes from a surprisingly early period.” In spite of the growing social pres- 
tige of epimeleiai and hyperesiai in general, these two words likely kept the 
same low profile in city administration as before, when they were generally 
reserved for not so prestigious responsibilities. 

“The basic words used in city administration in the province of Asia re- 
mained the same, and no special word to designate city office was ever created. 
But the tendency to use the narrow meaning of these words also survived into 
the provincial period. "The use of arche and its cognates as designations for 
administrative offices is demonstrated, first of all, by their continuing appli- 
cation for the purpose of distinguishing executive offices from legislative, mili- 
tary, and religious offices. "The same situation continued under the Romans, 
and these words were applied to the offices of the city secretary and the 
hierokeryx, none of which had ever been enumerated among “other arca” of 
Asian cities, as well as to the Roman word for “office” (magistratus) in general 
and various individual Roman offices in particular.8 

Were such changes results of Roman influence? On the one hand, they 
started before the Romans. On the other, the situation with Roman words used 
in city administration was not quite the same. The most important such words 
were magister, magistratus, officium, honos, and munus. Interestingly, there was 
also a distinction between broader and narrower meanings of Latin words. As 
a derivation from magis (““more,” “to a greater extent”), the word magister had 
the broad meaning of “leader” or “commander,” that is, one who occupied a 
position above the rest.8! This allowed for the use of this word beyond city 
administration. But, contrary to Greek, in which the same word arche was used 
in a broad and a narrow sense, Latin produced, as a derivation from magister, 
a separate word, magistratus, that had the narrow meaning of both “the admin- 
istrative office” and “a magistrate.”8 Since the meanings of Greek and Latin 
words did not coincide, they could be translated into the other language in more 
than one way. For example, magistratus (“the office”) was rendered into Greek 
as either arche or time or by transliteration as uayLOTpATT,, while arche was 


79. TAM V 1343 (= 1.Magnesia am Sipylos 4).3—4: Kara măvrla ev eliphvlni re kai] 
1rodeuoi[s] apiorlas vmnpeoilas rât marptâ. mapeoxlei] (2nd cent. B.c.). 

80. Î.Priene 113.15—19, 114.8—12 (both from after 84 B.C.), SEG 39, 1195.10-15 (Ephesus, 
imperial period). See Magic, “De Romanorum vocabulis,” 156 (index), Mason, Greek Terms, 110— 
113. 

81. See s.v. magis in "Tucker, Dictionary, 148; Walde, Wârterbuch, 2:10; Ernout and Meillet, 
Dictionnaire, 378. 

82. See preceding note and Mommsen, Staarsrecht, 1:83. 
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designated in Latin by imperium (both imperium principis, i.€., the principatus, and 
the imperium Romanum), magistratus, praefectura, or provincia.8 

Other Latin words could have more than one Greek counterpart as well. 
O/ficium, hence modern English “office,” was a word with multiple meanings; 
it is translated into English as “service,” “function,” “duty,” or “courtesy.” The 
Greeks therefore could use it for /yperesia, pistis, taxis, or phrontis.8 One of 
the letters of Pliny to 'Trajan speaks about embassies as o/ficium publicum, which, 
considering that the Greeks never counted embassies among the archa, also 
distinguishes o/ficium from the Greek arche.5 Latin honos, usually regarded as 
the word closest to magistratus and rendered into English as “esteem,” “respect,” 
or “honor,” was translated in Greek as time.5% In the words of Callistratus: 
“Municipal office [Ponor municipalis] is the administration of the commu- 
nity with an official position, whether it involves expense or not. A munus îs 
either public or private. Something is called a public munus if we undertake it 
in the course ofadministering the community and are involved in expense but 
have no formal position.” "Therefore, the narrow meaning of arche as a “public 
office” was rendered in Latin by a special phrase: honor municipalis.5 Finally, 
the Latin munus, which is translated into English as “service,” “duty,” “func- 
tion,” or “task,” was rendered in Greek with the help ofa similarly vague word, 
such as /eitourgia.5% What would correspond to the Greek use of /ertourgia as a 
designation for public responsibilities, that is, “a duty owed to the state or a 
community,” was rendered in Latin not as munus but as munus publicum. 

“The narrow meanings of arche as honor municipalis and of leitourgia as munus 
publicum come only from legal texts.% But this does not deny that while the 
Greeks gave the same word both general and narrow meanings, the Romans 
developed separate concepts that were specifically applied to administrative 
positions and other public activities. "There persisted a significant difference 


83. The word magistratus in Greek: Sherk, Documents, no. 22, 11.8, 11, 15, in the Greek and 
Latin texts („SC de Asclepiade, 78 B.C.), 65a.14, b.5 (letter of proconsul of Asia P. F. Maximus, c.9 
B.C.2); Mason, Greek Terms, 67, 192. "The word arche in Latin: Magie, “De Romanorum vocabulis,” 
26-27, 58, 59; Mason, Greek Terms, 26. 

84. See s.v. o/ficium in "Tucker, Dictionary, 173; Walde, Worterbuch, 2:204; Ernout and Meillet, 
Dictionnaire, 459. Cf. Mason, Greek Terms, 194. 

85. Plin. Ep. 10.43.2. 

86. "Tucker, Dictionary, 118 s.v. honos; Mason, Greek Terms, 188; OLD, 801-802. For time, 
see s.v. honos in Ernout and Meillet, Dicthionnaire, 208-299; Walde, Worterbuch, 1:655. Mason, Greek 
Terms, 92-93 s.v. Tiuai (2). Cf. Chapot, Province, 231: honos as Latin counterpart for Greek arche. 

87. Callistr., Dig. 50.4.14. See Sherk, Documents, no. 65a.19-20, b.8—g (letter of proconsul of 
Asia, c.0 B.C.?). 

88. OLD, 1146. See also "Tucker, Dictionary, 161 s.v. munus; Mason, Greek Terms, 188 s.v. 
immunitas. "The word munus in Greek: Ernout and Meillet, Dictionnaire, 422 s.v. munia; Chapot, 
Province, 231, 265; Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 239. See also Langhammer, Ste/lung, 239: munus 
as a leitourgia and hyperesia. 

89. OLD, 1146. Callistr., Dig. 50.4.14; cf., however, Ernout and Meillet, Dictionnaire, 422 s.v. 


munia: “the same sense as munera, i.€., “public functions, “duties, “responsibilities of a magistrate.”” 
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in the meanings of Greek and Latin words and in the ways in which they were 
used. "There is no evidence for any visible Roman influence on this basic aspect 
of Asian city administration. [he administrative vocabularies of the Greeks and 
Romans remained different throughout the entire provincial period. No equiva- 
lents for Roman concepts were ever created in the administration of Asian cities, 
and the Greeks of Asia continued to use the same words as in pre-Roman times. 
While the meaning of many words, including, for example, /etourgoi and 
hyperesia, experienced certain changes in the provincial period, it is hardly 
possible to directly ascribe such changes to Roman influence. 


Responsibilities 


Modern classifications of Greek city officials in the Roman period have also 
been based on their responsibilities. Speaking about the entire Roman state, 
Walter Liebenam singled out twelve branches of city administration; signifi- 
cantly, he did not speak of groups of city officials, thus leaving open the possi- 
bility for officials to be engaged in more than one such branch.% His perfectly 
legitimate modern approach, however, looks very questionable from the point 
of view of the ancient Greeks, who often distinguished religious officials from 
archontes, never included embassies or postal services in city administration, 
usually regarded the organization of games and festivals as a /estourgia, and did 
not necessarily entrust building activities to a city official. 

Friedrich Preisigke offered two typologies of city officials in the Roman 
province of Egypt by dividing them, first, in accordance with their designa- 
tion and, second, in relation to their status.” He tried to explain why some 
city officials had to “carry a special official title” and why the “commissioners 
for ad hoc needs” were selected as a special group by relating past office to social 
rank, thus seemingly aiming at reproducing ancient Greek thinking but offer- 
ing no concise approach as to how offices were defined and grouped by the 
Greeks. Five groups of city offices in Asia, suggested by Isidore Levy, are simi- 


go. Liebenam, Stădtevermaltung, xviii, 281-296, 418: (1) religious administration, (2) upbring- 
ing and education, (3) sending of embassies, (4) police, (5) city tribute collecting, (6) the post, (7) 
alimony, (8) food supply, (9) organization of games and festivals, (10) concession and execution of 
honors, (11) building activity, (12) munera, among which he included /eitourgiai and hyperesiai. 

91. Friedrich Preisigke, “Stădtische Beamtenwesen im romischen Agypten” (diss., Halle: M. 
Niemeyer, 1903), 11 n.7: “1) Officials of the first rank (gymnasiarch, exegetes, kosmetes, archiereus, 
agoranomos, euthyniarchos, hypomnematographos), who carry an individual office title and who refer 
to this title in the past tense after the term of office is over (î.€., dyopavouoas, yvuvaotapxoas, 
etc., S.D.; see also p. 5); 2) officials of the second rank, who usually carry general office titles (ramias, 
epimeletes, etc.) and do not keep them after the year of the office is over; 3) commissioners for ad 
hoc needs” and 31: “1) councilors: 1. prytanis, 2. bouleutes; 2) liturgic officials: 1. gymnasiarch, 2. 
exegetes, 3. Posmeles, 4. archiereus, 5. agoranomos, 6. eulhyniarches (2), 7. hypomnematographos.” 
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larly questionable. "The secretary and the generals, whom he put among “po- 
litical and eponymous offices,” were often distinguished from archontes. "The 
ambassadors, ekdikoi, and syndikoi were placed under the heading “extraordi- 
nary relations with the central power,” though the ekdikoi and syndikoi often 
were yearly officials and in addition could operate on administrative levels other 
than that of the entire city. Several officials were categorized as both “political 
and eponymous offices” and “police.” Victor Chapot divided city offices in 
the province of Asia into magistracies and /eitourgiai.% However, many inscrip- 
tions from Asia did not include secretaries, generals, and /ogistai among 
archontes, while others referred to the agonothetai and gymnasiarchs as archoutes. 
Judges were not counted among archontes, and certain police functions were 
gradually appropriated by the generals. 

Such classifications pose the same question as to what extent our vision 
of Greek city government corresponds to that of the Greeks themselves. Their 
authors were doing a modern analysis instead of trying to uncover ancient ideas, 
and the same evidence allowed substantially different conclusions to be drawn. 
More recent scholarship has visibly departed from the practice of classifying 
city officials: David Magie discussed Asian city officials in the Antonine pe- 
riod one by one, whereas Antony Macro and Stephen Mitchell preferred to 
examine individual officials and their responsibilities without suggesting any 
grouping for them.% However, Macro counted among “executive offices,” 
which is how he translated archa;, the offices of the secretary, eirenarches, 
paraphylax, sitones, and elaiones, though sources from Roman Asia distinguish 
these offices from archai. He also set gymnasiarchia and agonothesia, which he 
considered /e;tourgiai, apart from “executive offices,” though these two offices 
are usually referred to as archai by the Greeks. And Mitchell nevertheless found 
it possible to speak about “a senior group of officials called stephanephoro:, who 
are particularly attested in the former Seleucid realm” and about “higher 
magistracies.”% But the use of these epithets by the Greeks reflected the social 
prestige of such offices rather than their administrative importance. "There- 
fore, they are of no help by themselves for reconstructing administrative divi- 
sions inside Greek cities of provincia Asia. 


92. Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 266-289: (1) “political and eponymous offices,” (2) the censors, 
(3) “extraordinary relations with the central power” (ambassador, ekdiPos, syndikos, public advo- 
cates), (4) “justice,” and (5) “police.” 

93. Chapot, Province, 233-279, 569-570: (1) “the king, 


» e nu 


eponymous magistrates,” “archontes 
and prytaneis,” generals, secretaries, “the archeia,” the agoranomoi, municipal judges, financial of- 
ficials, “public bankers,” /ogistai, and the police; and (2) embassies, the /ekaproteia, the annona, the 
agonothesia, the ephebarchia, and the gymnasiarchia. He also distinguished (pp. 240, 243, 254, 255) 
the generals, archontes, and prytaneis as “superior magistrates.” 

94. Magie, Roman Rule, 643-651; Macro, “Cities,” 678-680; Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:199—200. 
It seems that Sartre (Asie Mineure) also did not make any attempts at grouping city officials. 

95. Macro, “Cities,” 678-680; Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:200. 
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Fields of Responsibilities 


Greek texts divide city offices in very many ways, and it 1s unlikely that each 
of these divisions corresponded to the institutionalized structure of city ad- 
ministration. Inscriptions from Asia group city officials not necessarily accord- 
ing to their character or administrative importance but rather depending on 
the character and purpose of the document. 

“The word arche and its cognates were used to group some city officials 
either separately or together with various other city officials. For example, 
the word arche could be applied to city councilors, who were elected in the 
archairesiai. Nevertheless, when the document emphasized the legislative re- 
sponsibilities of the councilors, it set them apart from city archontes.%* Mili- 
tary activities represented responsibilities that were distinct from those relevant 
to the demosion.” "Therefore, military officials, who generally acquired police 
functions in the provincial period, were distinguished from city archoutes, as, 
for example, în inscriptions from Aphrodisias.% But quite often the activities 
of such officials went beyond merely police duties. It was the generals, together 
with the secretary of the people and the high priest of the “ancestral gods” 
and the Augusti, who brought forward proposals to honor Tyrannos, a freed- 
man of Emperor Claudius who was a doctor in Magnesia; Diodoros Pasparos, 
who had been the gymnasiarch in Pergamum; and other personalities elsewhere 
in Asia.” Such officials were engaged in a variety of activities in Magnesia and 
Nysa.1% "The generals set up public monuments and statues in Metropolis, 
Ceramus, and other places, put a priesthood up for sale in Miletus, took care 


96. Cf. ,Sy/1.3 838 (= [.Ephesos V 1487 = Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 82).11—14 (Hadrian 
to Ephesus, A.D. 128-129) and AM 29 (1904): 152, no. 1.13 (Pergamum, Roman period). 

97. E.g., Sherk, Documents, no. 58.22-23 (Octavian to Rhosus, 35 B.C.?). 

98. REG 19 (1906): 91, no. 7.2-6, and 94, no. 9.1-6 (imperial period); LW 1604.14 (impe- 
rial period). Police functions of military officials: Liebenam, .Stădrevermaltung, 237-288 (the gen- 
eral epi tes eirenes, the general epi tes khoras, the nyctostrategos), 357-359; Robert, Etudes 
anatoliennes, 102-104 (the paraphylakes and diogmitai as “gendarmes”). 

99. I.Magnesia 113.3-6 (c. reign of Claudius); IGR IV 293b.11-—12 (Pergamum, the 1st half 
of the 1st cent. B.C.). For the dating of the latter inscription to the 1st half of the 1st cent. B.C., see 
Christopher P. Jones, “Diodoros Pasparos and the Nikephoria of Pergamon,” Chiron 4 (1974): 190— 
204; Christopher P. Jones, “Diodoros Pasparos Revisited,” Chiron 30 (2000): 1-14; BE 2002, 
no. 351, with a brief synopsis of the argument between C. P. Jones and D. Musti concerning the 
date of Pasparos's activities. Similar honorific proposals: Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.11-13 (5 B.C.), AM 35 
(1910): 401-403, no. ra.1-2 (Pergamum, late 2nd cent. B.C.?); 407-408, no. 2.1 (Pergamum, 1st cent. 
B.C.); 414, no. 5a (Pergamum, Roman period). Honors to local benefactors: Sardis VIL.1, no. 8 (late 
1st cent. B.C.);, AM 35 (1910): 407-408, no. 2.1 (Pergamum, 1st cent. B.C.); 412, no. 4.1—2 (Pergamum, 
1st cent. B.C.); 414, no. 5a.1—3 (Pergamum, Roman period); JG XI1.7, 410.3—4 (Aegiale, late 2nd or 
3rd cent. A.D.). 

100. /.Magnesia 100a.36—42 (late 2nd cent. B.C.); Sherk, Documents, no. 69.810 (recovery 
of documents containing privileges of local sanctuary and their return to the archive of the city, 
Nysa, 1 B.C.). 
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of an honorific decree for Caracalla in Erythrae, and proposed individual hon- 
orific decrees in Aphrodisias, as other generals did elsewhere, including the 
hoplite generals in Athens.!! Officials with police functions could be grouped, 
therefore, either separately or with those city officials who did not have police 
responsibilities. 

“The activity of sacral officials was relevant to the /rera when the latter was 
contrasted with the Jemosion.!% 'Therefore, these officials could also be grouped 
separately according to their responsibilities.!% But when the emphasis was 
put on the honorand”s service to the city, sacral positions were regarded as city 
archai.1% On the one hand, various city officials also performed sacral activi- 
ties, including offering sacrifices, as did the generals and pryraners in Sardis 
and Pergamum, the agonothetai and the stephanephoros in Miletus, and the 
prytaneis in Bargylia.!9 "The gymnasiarchs performed sacrifices în Miletus, as 
their counterparts are known to have done in other Greek-speaking territories. 105 
“The gymnasiarch was present at, and probably participated in, the sacrifice in 
Tasus. "The pardonomoi in Miletus sacrificed for the health of the children. "The 
archontes in 'Teos are documented to have made yearly sacrifices. A whole group 
of city officials, including po/emarchoi, was required to offer sacrifices during 
the Caesareia on Chios. On the other hand, priests could act as gymnasiarchs 
during some part of the year.!% In a similar fashion, officials on administra- 
tive levels other than that of the entire city also performed religious activities. 


101. Î.Ephesos VIL.1, 3420 = SEG 32, 11603 (Metropolis, reign of Tiberius); I. Keramos 14.30-— 
32 (c. mid-1st cent. A.D.), 31.20—23 (setting up a statue, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); /. Hadrianoi und 
Hadrianeia 43.8-10 (Hadrianoi, statue of L. Aelius Caesar, A.D. 136); I. Pergamon Il 22.14—20 (set- 
ting up an honorific statue of the proconsul, A.D. 128-129); Milet | 7, 204a (> LSAM 52a).1—7 (Ist 
cent. A.D.), ZPE 38 (1980): 155, no. 3.4-6 (Erythrae, A.D. 198-211); LW 1611 (> Laum, Stifiungen, 
2:100—101, N0. 100).1-12 (Aphrodisias, early 1st cent. A.D.). Hoplite generals: Philostr. VS, p. 225. 
Their responsibilities went far beyond military and police duties: Sarikakes, “Hoplite General,” 
17-21; Geagan, Arhenian Constitution, 21-31; Robert, Martyre de Pionios, 66-67. 

102. Î.Mylasa 107.6 (late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.); /.Kyme 17.3 (27 B.C.), 41.6—7 (Ist cent. 
B.C.?); Milet | 3, 149.29 (187-186 B.c.?); Î.Ephesos VIL.1, 3046.16-—17 (early 2nd cent. A.D.). 

103. Cf.,5y/1.3 604 (= LSAM 15 = Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 256-258, no. 299).41—42 (from 
Elaea? c.129 B.C.); I.Stratomkeia 690.2 (Lagina, imperial period); Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.103 (2 B.C.); 
TAM II 548a (>= LSAM 78a).8-9 (los, c.roo B.C.), 838d (= IGR III 649).6—7 (ldebessus, 2nd cent. 
A.D.); SEG 24, 1112.8—11 (Histria, 2nd cent. A.D.). 

104. CIG Il 2778.6—11 (Aphrodisias, late 1st cent. A.D.?); 7. My/asa 522.1—3 (imperial period); 
Sardis VIL.1, no. 27.13—19 (2nd quarter of 1st cent. B.C.2); Î. Tra/leis 1 88.13—14 (2nd cent. A.D.?); 
TAM II 420.3—5 (Patara, early imperial period). 

105. Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.11-13 (sacrifices to Gaius Caesar, Sardis, 5 B.C.); /. Pergamon Il 256.21 
(c. late Hellenistic period), Mi/er 1 7, 204b (= LSAM 52b).8—g (ast cent. A.D.); SEG 45, 1508a.22— 
23 (Bargylia, 2nd-1st cent. B.C.). 

106. Milet 1 7, 203b.19—24, 24-27 (c.130 B.C.); | 9, 368.8—10 (after 108 B.c.?);, OGI 583.8-9 
(Lapethunte on Cyprus, A.D. 29-30). 

107. Î.lasos 245.20—22 (1st cent. B.C.?); Milet 17, 204b.2—3 (1st cent. A.D.), LW 9o0.14-—16 (Teos, 
imperial period), BCH 57 (1933), 529 (= Robert, OMS, 1:497), l.11-12 (Chios, c. A.D. 372); SEG 
47, 1587 (Lagina, reign of Antoninus Pius or Marcus Aurelius). 
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“The decree from Magnesia in honor of the local doctor Ti. Claudius 'Tyrannos, 
a freedman of Emperor Claudius, provides a good example of the collabora- 
tion between sacral and other officials. "The proposal for this decree was brought 
forward by the generals, the secretary of the people, and the high priest of the 
“ancestral gods” and the Augusti.195 

“The legal courts settled disputes both between city residents and between 
city residents and foreigners in the cities of Asia and other Greek-speaking 
provinces.!% Sometimes, legal officials were referred to as distinct from the 
rest of city officialdom, while the judges are known to have received payment 
which set them apart from city officials.!!0 But routine jurisdiction îs thought 
to have been in the hands of city officials, largely because “there is virtually no 
evidence for law-enforcement and the administration of criminal justice in the 
cities.”!!! Various city officials had the right to impose fines if the lawbreaking 
concerned the field for which they were responsible.!!2 The city council and 
prytaneis could punish sacral delinquencies by imposing fines.!15 Such inscrip- 
tions say nothing about the disposal of fines. But judging by the preprovincial 
evidence for fines as well as by the use of the money allocated by Greek cities 
of Asia for official expenditures, this probably was also the prerogative of of- 
ficials, who could use these fines for the beautification of the city in their own 
name, as in preprovincial times. 

An inscription from Pergamum contains a regulation from the reign of 
Eumenes II (from c.197 to 159-158) that was republished early in the second 


108. SEG 38, 1462.80-81 (Oenoanda, A.D. 125 or 126); 1. Magnesia 113.3-6 (c. reign of 
Claudius). 

109. I.Pergamon II 268de.27 (Roman period); /.Stratonikeia 227.4 (Panamara, Hellenistic pe- 
riod), 1038 (1st cent. B.C.2); TAM II 420.7 (Patara, early imperial period) with Dittenberger quoted 
ad hoc, 583.13-15 (Tlos, late 1st cent. B.C.—early 1st cent. A.D.); Plut. Praec.ger.reip. 19, 815a; Liban. 
Decl. 14.8. 

110. Î.Stratonikeia 1038.11-13 (1st cent. B.C.?), though these judges were among those sent 
by Greek cities to each other. Payment: 7.Stratonikeia 2293.46 (Panamara, imperial period). 

rr. Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:200. Newly established offices, such as those of the paraphy/akes, 
diogmitai, and others, were concerned with the enforcement of law mainly in the countryside; Rob- 
ert, Frudes anatoliennes, 103—104, 339-340. 

112. Î.Ihon 65.45 (“the person fined by the prytaneis headed by Diophanes, son of Hegesidemos, 
should pay two staters according to the law”), 12-14 (“the person fined by the nomophy/akes headed 
by Hipparchos, son of Hegesidemos, should pay two staters”); see also 7-8, 10-11 (reign of Augustus). 
Labraunda IL.2, no. 56.3—7: “it shall be permitted to the archontes, the secretary of the council, the 
priest of the god, and the council to prosecute the overseer who does wrong or evil with respect to the 
works in the shrine. "The council shall give due heed to the offender as the offense deserves, and fine 
him so far as it is entitled” (Mylasa, imperial period). Klaffenbach, Astynomeninschrifi, 5, l.56-59: 
“should someone of the amphodarchai not perform anything from what has been written above, let 
him be fined twenty drachmae for each offense by the asțynomo»” (Pergamum). See also p. 5, 1l.54- 
56, 77-82; p. 6, ll.184—187, 209-212; p. 7, l.156-159, 223-225. Legal rights of city officials, including 
the right to impose fines: Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:201. 

113. E.g., Labraunda Il.2, no. 56.3—7 (Mylasa, imperial period), IG XII Suppl. 150 (> LSCG 
Suppl. 83).10-15 (Astypalaea, 2nd or 1st cent. B.C.). 
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century A.D. Although the republication was probably carried out as a private 
initiative and the amount of the fines did not necessarily remain the same, it never- 
theless suggests a certain continuity of administrative practices in Pergamum and, 
on a more general level, in other cities of Asia.!!+ Similarly, a casual mention by 
Plutarch in his Life of Themistocles of a city official embellshing the city using 
the money from fines which he had exacted when in office did not require any 
explanation because his readers and contemporaries knew this practice all too 
well. Religious institutions appear to have had their own legal courts and there- 
fore the right to make judgments and presumably impose small fines.!15 


Levels of Responsibilities 


Greek city administration consisted of several layers, some of which were em- 
bodied in social units, such as phylai, and others in various social organizations, 
namely the gerousiai, the associations of the neo;, and similar groups. Their status, 
activities, and sense ofunity gave them social and administrative distinctiveness. 
For example, the gerousia in Ephesus had its own rights and privileges, that of 
Metropolis registered contributions by its members, while that of Perge was 
endowed with immovable property for the purpose of making regular distribu- 
tions to “the elders.”116 The organizations of the neoi, referred to as either synodoi 
or synedria, had a special legal status as well as their own gymnasia.I!” 

Such organizations also paid honors on their own. "he gerousia in Hadrianoi 
paid its honors to the imperial house, as did the gerousia of Sardis to a local 
notable and the wife of the Roman proconsul, those of Magnesia, Erythrac, 
and Lampsacus to their benefactors, and that of Pergamum to various person- 
alities.!!8 The gervusia of Cnidus honored a local notable, Symmachus, son of 


114. Klaffenbach, Asrynomeninschrifi, 19-25; Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:201; James H. Oliver, “The 
Date of the Pergamene Astynomic Law,” Hesperia 24 (1955): 88-92. 

115. Plut. Them. 31.1: îv [i.e., the statue of the Mother Watercarrier] avros Ore T&v 
"Arrow v5ăTwv emoTrdTrns Tv, ev Tovs Vbaipovuevovs 79 Vâwp kal TrapoxerevovTras, 
dveonkev ex Tfjs Enuias mowmodpuevos. Aristarchos, who embellished Erythrae ek Tîjs 17poo650v 
of his agoranomia, did just the same; see J.Erythrai 101 (2nd cent. B.C.). Legal courts: 7. Ephesos IV 
1103 (late 2nd cent. A.D.) with Helmut Engelmann and Dieter Knibbe ad hoc in 70A/ 52 (1978— 
1980): 33. 

116. SEG 43, 765-767 (letters of Roman governor P. Petronius to the gerousia of Ephesus, 
from A.D. 29 to 32); Î.Ephesos V 1486.5-6 (letter of Hadrian, A.D. 120); ZPE 125 (1999): 139-140, 
no. 2 (= SEG 49, 1522).4-7 (Metropolis, early imperial period?); 7. Perge 1 66 (1st half of 1st cent. 
A.D.) with Peter Herrmann, “Epigraphische Notizen 18-20,” EA 31 (1999): 32—33. 

117. Î.Jasos 248.23—24 (reign of Hadrian); Î. Pergamon IL 278a.12—13 (A.D. 442), 466 (imperial 
period). Synodos: Î. Pergamon II 274 (reign of Hadrian), 440 (proconsulate of C. Antius Aulus Iulius 
Quadratus, early 2nd cent. A.D.). Synedrion: IGR IV 709 (Synnada, imperial period). See also with 
reference to Nicaea in JGR 1 883.11 (Panticapacum, A.D. 116). 

118. Î.Hadrianoi und Hadrianeia 40 (A.D. 123—132), 53 (A.D. 123-152); Sardis VIL.1, nos. 8.64 
74 (5 B.C.), 32 (5 B.C.); I.Magnesia 102 (2nd half of 2nd cent. B.C.);, I.Erythrai 105 (imperial period); 
I.Lampsakos 12 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.2); I. Pergamon IL 477-478 (ast cent. A.D.?). 
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Aristocles, as did the entire city, similar to the gerousiai in Philadelphia, 
Acmonia, and elsewhere.!! The neoi and ephebes of 'Teos honored a local 
gymnasiarch in the same way as did the whole city, while the neo; and the 
gerousia of Aphrodisias honored a local champion along with the rest of the 
city. Various phylai of Cibyra issued honorific decrees for local benefactors. 
In Sardis, the phyle 'Tymolis honored Emperor "Tiberius in the same way as 
the whole city paid honors to Claudius a little later. "The neo; and ephebes in 
Pergamum paid their own honors, and an unknown phy/e of Sardis honored a 
Roman legionary tribune. În his second 'Tarsian speech Dio refers to what his 
audience should have known all too well: the peoples assembly, the council, 
and the gerousia all pursued their own politics in the city, which resulted in 
civil discord. He also mentions the independent stance of the neoi.1% 

“These organizations also engaged in other activities. "he Sardians sent 
embassies to Caesar and Augustus for the sake of the Greeks of Asia, their own 
city, and its gerousia. "The college of the neo; in Pergamum also sent its own em- 
bassy to the emperor.!?! In return, they became the addressees of Roman au- 
thorities, including the emperors, as did the gerousia of Ephesus, which received 
letters from "Tiberius and, probably, Germanicus, as well as from provincial 
governors. Hadrian sent letters to the college of the neo: in Pergamum and to the 
council and the gerousia of Ephesus.!%? These organizations were also acknowl- 
edged as protectors of tombs. "he right to collect fines for tomb violations was 
entrusted not only to cities and the imperial treasury but also to city councils, as 
in Metropolis and Aphrodisias, and to gerousiai, as in Laodicea by the Lycus and 
Smyrna, as well as in the cities of neighboring Lycia and Pisidia.!%5 


119. Î.Knidos | 83; cf. 85 (early imperial period); CIG II 3429 (Philadelphia, 2nd or 3rd 
cent. A.D.); IGR IV 657 (Acmonia, imperial period); Peek, Inschriften, 38, no. 86 (Astypalaca, 
2nd cent. A.D.); SEG 31, 899 (Antioch on the Maeander, c. mid-st cent. B.C.); I.Side ÎL 106-113 
(late 3rd cent. A.D.). 

120. CIG II 3086a (Leos, imperial period?); AM 35 (1910): 404, no. 1b.12-13 (Pergamum, 
Roman period?); BCH 9 (1885): 74, no. 4.1-3 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); /. Kibyra 42a-c (soon 
after A.D. 72-73), 44a-e (st cent. A.D.); Sardis VIL.1, nos. 34 (Tiberius), 39 (Claudius), 56 (tri- 
bune; A.D. 125-150); Dio Or. 34.16, 21. Cf. I. Kibyra 63: honors to Ti. Cl. Polemo from a local guild. 

121. Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.43, 64-74 (5 B.C.); IGR IV 351.13—15; ]. Pergamon Il 274 (both from 
the reign of Hadrian). 

122. Ephesus: SEG 43, 759.17-18 (A.D. 12132); 760-761; 765.7 (A.D. 29-30); 766.19—20 
(A.D. 30-31). "The letters of Hadrian: JGR IV 351; I. Pergamon IL 274; 1. Ephesos V 1486 (A.D. 120); 
Sy1l.3 838 (= 1.Ephesos V 1487 > Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 82).1 1-14 (Hadrian to Ephesus, 
A.D. 128-129). 

123. Keil and von Premerstein, Bericht, 110, no. 175.8-10 (Metropolis, the reign of Philip); 
REG 19 (1906), 260, no. 154.45 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); /. Laodikeia am Lykos 1 123.46 
(imperial period); see also 122.7-9 (imperial period); 7.Smyrna 211.7-9, 13-15 (imperial period); 
see also 206 (Smyrna? imperial period), FAM II 320 (Xanthus, Roman period), III 5go (Termessus, 
imperial period?). "The gerousia as a recipient of various fines: Liebenam, Srâdteverwaltung, 40-48. 
In Bithynia, parts of such fines could go to the imperial fiscus and to the local tome; Dârner, Inschrifien 
und Denkmăler, 75, no. 59.6-7; 76, no. 61.45; 82, no. 78.8; 103, N0. 119.11—14; 105—106, n0. 122.9— 
13 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). 
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“The members of gerousia: and city councils were set apart from the rest of 
the city when distributions were made.!?* They were sometimes expressly 
named as the only recipients of benefactions. 1% It is not surprising, therefore, 
that the council, gerousia, and some other social organizations had their own 
revenues and their own treasurers.1?6 "These revenues came from not only 
donations, contributions, and fines but entrance fees as well, which demon- 
strates that membership in such organizations started to be associated with 
social distinction.!? In the provincial period, titles of councilors and gerousiastai 
served as honorary designations which could be given as marks of honor to 
prominent personalities. 178 

“The activity of a large number of officials was thus relevant to the administra- 
tion not of the entire city but of various administrative colleges and social orga- 
nizations. Of the former, the council had its own archontes, priests, treasurers, 


124. Gerousiai: I.Magnesia 179.15—20 (c.1st-2nd cent. A.D.); 1.Stratonikeia 237.13—15 (Pana- 
mara, Roman period); REG 19 (1906), 246-247, no. 142.21—25 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); 
Lanckorofski, Stădre, 1:177, no. 60.21-—22 (Sillyum, imperial period), SEG 44, 1153.5-6 (Arycanda, 
1st-2nd cent. A.D.); BE 1962, no. 239 (Aba in Istros, 2nd cent. A.D.). City councils: J.Didyma 
264.14—15 (early imperial period); REG 19 (1906): 242, no. 138d.19—23; 246-247, n0. 142.24-25 
(Aphrodisias, imperial period); /.Ephesos la 27.223—225 (A.D. 104); Î.Stratonikeia 237.13—15 
(Panamara, Roman period); /. Magnesia 193.19—23 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); Lanckorofski, Srâdte, 
1:177, no. 60.19—20 (Sillyum, imperial period); BE 1962, no. 239 (Aba în Istros, 2nd cent. A.D.); 
Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1964-1968, 39, no. 19 (= 1.Side |, T Ep 1).4 (Side, c. mid-3rd 
cent. A.D.). 

125. Councilors: BCH 9 (1885): 76-77, no. 6.1418 and 14 (1890): 610-611, no. 6.9-13 (both 
from Aphrodisias, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); CIG II 2774 (Aphrodisias, imperial period), Laum, 
Stiflungen, 2:99, no. 97 (Tralles, imperial period). See Robert, OMS, 2:903—904. Gerousiastai: BCH 
14 (1890): 610-611, no. 6.9-13 (Aphrodisias, 2nd or zrd cent. A.D.); 7. Magnesia 179.15—20 (c.1st— 
2nd cent. A.D.); I.Nikaia 61.6-8 (3rd cent. A.D.), I.Jasos 248.42—43 (reign of Hadrian), Milet 1 9, 
368.10-18 (after 108 B.C.?). 

126. Council: CIG II 2774.19-23, 2817.11—15 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); LAM V 983.21- 
22 (Thyatira, late 2nd cent. A.D.); I.Ephesos la 27b.291 (A.D. 104); SEG 48, 1376 (Ephesus, 2nd 
cent. A.D.). Gerousia: 1. Magnesia 116.13—14 (reign of Hadrian), 1. /asos 245-246 (1st cent. B.C.?); 
1. Erythrai 105.12 (imperial period); ]. Tra/leis ] 41.6 (A.D. 98-102); 1. Ephesos la 27b.293 (A.D. 104); 
IGR IV 657 (Acmonia, imperial period); J.Jasos 248.42-—43 (reign of Hadrian). 

127. ZPE 125 (1999): 139-140, no. 2 = SEG 49, 1522 (Metropolis, early imperial period?); 
SyII3 838 (= L.Ephesos V 1487 = Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 82).11—14 (Hadrian to Ephesus, 
A.D. 128-129); Mitchell, Ankara District, 151-153, n0.181.49: [r]oXeiTov KE mpoika BovicuT[oi] 
(from near Ancyra, A.D. 145), which should have been regarded as an honorable distinction from 
those councilors who had to pay a fec. Cf. TAM V 1197.46 (Apollonis, 2nd cent. A.D.); Plin. Ep. 
10.30.5. 

128. Councilors: CIG II 2813.12-15 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.39 
(5 B.c.), .Ephesos la 27.17 (A.D. 104); I. Pergamon IL 467.13, 486b.6, 513.16—17 (imperial period). 
See also Jones, Cities, 287 (Syria). Gerousiastai: . Ephesos VIL.1, 3058.14-—15 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); 
Sardis VIL.1, no. 166 (3rd or 4th cent. A.D.). See 7. Fphesos la 27.17 (A.D. 104), V 1615.19 (2nd-3rd 
cent. A.D.), 1487 (= $y/1.3 838 = Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 82).11—14: the request of Hadrian 
to grant the status of city councilor to Philokyrios (A.D. 128-129); SEG 43, 731.24 (Tralles, after 
A.D. 177). Cf. 1.Didyma 310.6-—9 (late zrd cent. A.D.?). 
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logistai, advocates, and secretaries.12 Various city colleges had their own offi- 
cials as well. "The college of doctors in Ephesus had its own archon and priest, 
while the chrysophoroi had their own secretary. Archontes in Mylasa had their own 
secretary.1% Gerousiai are undoubtedly the best documented social organizations 
in Asian cities. [hey had their own archontes, secretaries, gymnasiarchs, doctors, 
treasurers, /ogistai, advocates (known by different names), and other officials. 15! 
Colleges of the neo; are documented to have used the services of their own 
gymnasiarchs, secretaries, and other officials.!5? Numerous social organizations 


129. Archontes: TAM V 991.19-20 (Thyatira, imperial period). Priests: 7. Pergamon Il 1.5— 
6 (46-44 B.C.). 'Treasurers: /. Pergamon IL 596 (imperial period). Logistai: Ramsay, Cities, 642, 
no. 535 (= IGR IV 652).5—7 (Acmonia, c.2nd cent. A.D.); 7. Erythrai 516.5-6 (Clazomenae, 2nd cent. 
A.D.). Advocates: /.Ephesos III 951.15—16 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.);, cf. the advocate of the city: 
T. Corsten in /. Kios, 78. Secretaries: /.Stratonikeia 1101.1-—2 (imperial period); IGR IV 25 (Thermae, 
imperial period), 145 (Cyzicus, A.D. 372), 148 (reign of Titus?), 153 (reign of Hadrian), 661.25—26 
(Acmonia, A.D. 85), 703 (Synnada, 3rd cent. A.D.), 1161 (Nacrasus, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.), 1167 
(Attalea, imperial period); 7. Magnesia 100a.39—40, b.38 (late 2nd cent. B.C.) and p. 210 with 
no. 116 (reign of Hadrian), 7. Mylasa 178 (imperial period); 7. Ephesos La 17 (c. A.D. 44), 27.488—489 
(A.D. 104), IV 1382 (imperial period); TAM V 991.9-10 (Thyatira, imperial period). 

130. Doctors: Î. Ephesos III 719 (A.D. 102-114); SEG 39, 1008 = 1.Ephesos IV 1168 (A.D. 153— 
154). Chrysophoroi: SEG 34, 1103.8—9 (imperial period); cf. 7. Ephesos III 940.6. Labraunda |IL.2, 
no. 55.10: [—rois] ypaunaTrevoi Tv re apx[ovruv kai Bovhiis] (early imperial period). Jonas 
Crampa (Labraunda Ill.2, p. 92) interpreted this phrase as a reference to “the secretary of the ar- 
chons.” See also 1. Olympia 53.3 (early 1st cent. A.D.). 

131. Archontes: Î. Tralleis | qi (A.D. 98-102), 67.9-11 (2nd cent. A.D.?); I.Erythrai 105.8—10 
(imperial period); MAMA VI 371.78 (Synnada, imperial period); /. Hadrianoi und Hadrianeia 40 
(A.D. 123-132), 53 (both from Hadrianoi, A.D. 123-152); IGR IV 782.9—12 (Apamea in Phrygia, 
imperial period) with CI/G II 2220.12 (Chios, 3rd cent. A.D.); cf. /.Didyma 84.20 (late 2nd-early 
ard cent. A.D.). Secretaries: /.Magnesia, p. 210 and no. 116 (the reign of Hadrian); 7. Ephesos la 27.232, 
243-244 (A.D. 104), IL 442 (imperial period); . Tra/leis | 41 (A.D. 98—102); CIG II 3429 (Philadel- 
phia, 2nd or zrd cent. A.D.); I.Nikaia 61.3—4, 12 (3rd cent. A.D.). Gymnasiarchs: SEG 43, 765.79 
(Ephesus, A.D. 29-30); I.Didyma 264.2—3 (early imperial period); 7. /asos 87.3—4 (Roman period); 
I.Ephesos IL 442 (imperial period); Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.52 (5 B.C.), .Magnesia 153 (ast cent. B.C.), 
164.6—7 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.?); cf. 179.18-20 (c.1st-2nd cent. A.D.); Milet | 7, 265.9—10 (late 2nd 
cent. A.D.2);, ZPE 125 (1999): 139-140, no. 2 = SEG 49, 1522 (Metropolis, early imperial period?); 
I.Nikaia 61.46 (3rd cent. A.D.); JGR III 582.14 (Sidyma, A.D. 185—192?). Doctors: 7. Magnesia 119.19 
(2nd-3rd cent. A.D.). Treasurers: Ț. Hadrianoi und Hadrianeia 40 (A.D. 123-132), 53 (both from 
Hadrianoi, A.D. 123-152); FAM II 661.14-15 (Cadyanda, imperial period). Logistai: Ramsay, Cir- 
ies, 642, no. 535 (> IGR IV 652).5—7 (Acmonia, c.2nd cent. A.D.); I.Ephesos La 25.5-6 (A.D. 162-— 
163), III 618.11-13 (c. A.D. 140); Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.63 (5 B.C.);, 7. Prusias ad Hypium 10.9—10 (before 
A.D. 212) with Walter Ameling”s commentary on p. 22. Advocates: 7.Di4yma 84.20 (late 2nd-early 
3rd cent. A.D.), 264.2 (early imperial period); /.Ephesos INI 892.19 (3rd cent. A.D.); IGR IV 783 
(Apamea in Phrygia, imperial period); Î. Nihasa 61.13 (3rd cent. A.D.); 7.Side Il 153.9—11 (late 2nd— 
early 3rd cent. A.D.). For their different names (which also included ekdikos, syndikos, and prodikos): 
Liebenam, Stădteverwaltung, 303—304. See also, e.g., 1..Smyrna 644.17—18 (reign of Hadrian or later); 
Liebenam, .Stădtevermaltung, 565-566. 

132. Gymnasiarchs: Milet 1 7, 265.8-9 (late 2nd cent. A.D.?); .Stratonikeia 1028.8 (2nd or 3rd 
cent. A.D.?); I.Jasos 123 (Roman period), CIG II 3086a (Teos, imperial period?). The gymnasiarch of 
the neoi: Forbes, NEOI, 21-33. Secretaries: Malay, Researches, 38-39, no. 22 (= SEG 49, 1702).10-— 
11 (near Thyatira, late 2nd-ard cent. A.D.?); ]. Tra/leis 1 145.10-—12 (1st cent. A.D.); /. Pergamon Îl 274.19 
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(religious, trade, sporting, or professional) had their secretaries and high priests, 
while social units, such as syngeneiai, had their treasurers.!% Territorial and 
administrative subdivisions, such as phy/as, fomai, and Patoikiai, also had their 
own officials with similar names, including archontes, logistai, treasurers, and 
agoranomoi. 15% 

Classification of officials in Asian cities only in accordance with their titles 
and duties would clearly be insufficient to determine their status. Offices valid 
on different administrative levels could be grouped in more than one way as well. 
For example, in some cases, offices pertaining to administrative levels lower than 
that of the entire city—such as those in colleges or social organizations or those 
that performed their duties during temporary events—were put together with 
city offices, as documented in Pergamum (“Honor to Tiberius Claudius 
Hygeinus, who was the prytamis, general, secretary to the people, and argyrotamias 
to the council and who performed all other archas for the fatherland”) and 
Apamea (“he was the gymnasiarch during the time of the assize at his own ex- 
pense for the most revered fatherland without accepting the fifteen thousand 
denarii provided for expenditures from the public fund”). "These inscriptions 
refer to all the offices together as services to the community as a whole.1% 


(reign of Hadrian), 440.20—23 (the proconsulate of C. Antius Aulus lulius Quadratus, early 2nd cent. 
A.D.), 486.4 (imperial period). Various other officials: A7A 4 (1888): 280, no. 14 = Ramsay, Cities, 
245-246, no. 85: grammatophylax (Lounda in Phrygia, Roman period?). See also (?) IGR IV 657: trea- 
surer (Acmonia, imperial period); Forbes, VEOI, 34-37. 

133. Secretaries: AM V 968 (Thyatira, imperial period), 975 (1stor 3rd cent. A.D.); /. Magnesia 
362 (1st cent. B.C.?), I. Pergamon IL 338 (imperial period), 374d.3 (reign of Hadrian?). High priests: 
TAM V 984.6-8 (hyatira, c.220s-230s A.D.), CIG II 3072.3 (Leos, imperial period?). Treasurers: 
1.Mylasa 302.3 (the syngeneia of the Maunnitai, c.1st cent. B.C.). For the administration of sanctuar- 
ies: e.g., Angelos Chaniotis, ““Tempeljustiz” im kaiserzeitlichen Kleinasien: Rechtliche Aspekte der 
Suhneinschriften Lydiens und Phrygiens,” in Symposion 1993: Korfi, September 1-3, 1995, ed. Gerhard 
“Thur and Julie Velissaropoulos-Karakostas (Cologne: Bohlau, 1996 [1997]), 309-372. 

134. Archontes: BCII 20 (1896), 393-394, no. 1 (katoikia Tyris in Lydia, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); 
IGR IV 547 (Orcistus, from near Nacolea, A.D. 172-180) with Louis Robert, A travers l'Asie Mineure 
(Paris: Diffusion De Boccard, 1980), 201-292; Bosch, Oue/len, 214, no. 165.2: phylarchos (Ancyra, 2nd 
cent. A.D.). Logistai: I. Tralleis 1 69.11 (from near Tralles, c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.), IGR IV 1660, 1664, 
1665 (katoikia 'Tyris in Lydia, 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.). 'Treasurers: /.My/asa 109.3 (the phyle of the 
Otorkondeis, c.76 B.C.). Agoranomoi: 1. Tralleis | 69.20—21 (from near Tralles, c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.). 
See also G. McLean Harper, “Village Administration in the Roman Province of Syria,” Yale Classi- 
cal Studies 1 (1928): 116-145; Henry I. MacAdam, “Epigraphy and Village Life in Southern Syria 
during the Roman and Farly Byzantine Periods,” Berytus 31 (1983): 107-108; Maurice Sartre, 
“Communautes villageoises et structures sociales d'apres Pepigraphie de la Syrie du Sud,” în L epigrafia 
del villaggio, ed. Alda Calbi et al. (Bologna: Fratelli Lega, 1993), 117-135, esp. 122-125; Christof 
Schuler, Lândhiche Siedhungen und Gemeinden im hellenistischen und rămischen Kleinasien (Munich: 
C. H. Beck, 1998), 231-65; Georg Petzl, “Lydien in der spăteren Kaiserzeit: Wirtschaft, Gesellschaft 
und Religion im Spiegel der Inschriften,” in Azi di XI Congresso internazionale, 2:478-479. 

135. I.Pergamon IL 596 (imperial period); VAMA VI 180.1.6-12 with Il.7-9 (Apamea in 
Phrygia, c. A.D. 1600). See also GR IV 790.23-26 (Apamea in Phrygia, 2nd cent. A.D.?); TAM II 
420.3—5 (Patara, early imperial period). 
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However, some inscriptions set apart city archai from offices held on ad- 
ministrative levels other than that of the entire city, as most visibly demonstrated 
in inscriptions from such Lycian cities as Xanthus (“he was the gymnasiarch of 
the most reverend gerousia, and he fulfilled many politia archa”) and Aperlae 
(“he descends from men who held first rank in the city, from ancestors who 
held archai both in the Lycian League and în the fatherland”).15 Many such 
inscriptions employ the designation po/tikos, which had already been used in 
the preprovincial period, in order to distinguish administrative matters of the 
city from those relevant to other levels, helping to distinguish city finances from 
sacral money, “public courts” (/iPasteria pohitika) from other courts, or city 
festivals from celebrations of other sorts.!% "The word politikos eventually be- 
came applied to city officials and distinguished them from those whose activ- 
ity was relevant to other administrative levels. However, this situation seems 
to have been documented only in inscriptions from outside Asia. An inscrip- 
tion found in the environs of Xanthus distinguishes between the po/ri kai archai 
and archa: in the Lycian League, while the document containing regulations 
for the newly established festival in Oenoanda mentions po/itikoi priests and 
agoranomoi. Another inscription, from Aegiale, makes it clear that only one 
politike leitourgia could be held there at any given time.1% Presumably, it was 
possible to hold more than one /e;tourgia on administrative levels other than 
that of the entire city. 

“The growing amount of evidence for officials acting on various administra- 
tive levels reflects the further sophistication of city administration, but it also 
demonstrates that division of city offices according to administrative levels had 
limited importance for the Greeks. "The secretaryship could be held jointly in 
the city and gerousia or in the city and the Patoria or in the council and in the 
organization of the neo. One gymnasiarch could serve the city, the neo:, and the 


136. TAM II 294.2-7 (Xanthus, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.), 496 (= F.Xanthos VII, no. 78).3—5 
(Letoon, imperial period); IGR III 693.5—8 (Aperlae, imperial period). 

137. Administrative matters: /.My/asa 201.11-12 (the phyle of the Otorkondeis, 3rd cent. B.C.); 
Labraunda |L.2, no. 42.14-—15 (early 3rd cent. B.C.); L.. Robert and ]. Robert, Claros, 1:16, 1l.14-16 
(late 2nd cent. B.C.). Financial matters: OGI 267.5 (Pergamum, reign of Eumenes I), 332.41 (Elaca, 
138-133 B.C.); 1. Pergamon 1 18.4-6, 29 (c. mid-3rd cent. B.C.), 156.26 (Hellenistic period), 246.41 
(Elaea, honors to Attalos III). “Public courts”: IG XII.6, 169.34 (Samos, c.245—244 B.C.);, Milet] 3, 
140 (= Staatsverirăge III 482.111).61-62 (treaty between Miletus and Phaestos, c.260—220 B.C.). 
Politikai leitourgiai probably designated nonmilitary duties imposed on the residents of Beroea in 
Macedonia by the royal administration; see SEG 46, 729 (c.223 B.C.?). 

For the provincial period, cf. activities: Sardis VIL.1, no. 166.4 (3rd or 4th cent. A.D.) with the 
editors' commentary ad hoc; finances: TAM V 942.9—11, 947.11—12 (Thyatira, late 2nd-—3rd cent. 
A.D.), 970.13—14 (Thyatira, imperial period); .Selge 15.10—12 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.), 20a.4— 
6 (c.2nd quarter of 3rd cent. A.D.); festivals: SEG 38, 14602.22, 106 (Oenoanda, A.D. 125 or 126); 
Milner, Epigraphical Survey, 62, no. 134 and 65, no. 144 (early 3rd cent. A.D.). 

138. TAM II 713.46 (Xanthus, imperial period); Worrle, Stadt und Fest, 12 (= SEG 38, 
1462), 1l.70-71 (Oenoanda, A.D. 125 or 126), and pp. 111-112; JG XIL.7, 515.05—97 (Aegiale, c. late 
2nd cent. B.C.?). 
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gerontes at the same time, or he could serve the neo; together with the pazdes. The 
logisteia could be held simultaneously în the council and the gerousia.!% The city 
and various social organizations such as gervusia, the association of the neoi, or 
others could pay honors to the same person simultaneously.!* 

The Romans also divided their magistracies into “major” and “minor” 
ones. Literary texts point to major magistracies being those of the consul, pra- 
etor, and censor.!*! 'The main difference between major and minor officials, 
as acknowledged by modern scholars, was that the first possessed imperium and 
consequently the right of coercion.!* This also explains why minor officials 
did not have the right of restituto for the decisions of their senior colleagues: 
minor officials could be summoned to litigation when they were still in office, 
which was not possible in relation to major officials. Major and minor magis- 
tracies also differed with respect to the order in which they were held. "The 
division among major officials was similarly based on the sort of imperium which 
they had. "The imperium of a consul was greater than that of a praetor, it was 
therefore for this reason that the consuls had authority over praetors, but not 
the other way around.1% 

Provincial cities of the Latin west provide evidence for a similar divi- 
sion into major and minor officials, based on Roman administrative prin- 
ciples. "The /ex municipii Salpensani and the lex municipalis Malacitana point 
to the Juumoiri as the highest juridical authority în the city.!* In Urso and 
other colonies and cities of Roman Spain, all magistrates were to obey the 
decisions of the Juumouiri.!% Another document, the /ex Irnitana, which 


139. Secretaryship: 7. Pergamon II 486b.4 (imperial period); 7. 7ra/leis 1 66.11-12, 67.3—4 (late 
2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.), 69.16-17 (from near Tralles, c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.). Gymnasiarchia: Milet 
1 7, 265.8-9 (late 2nd cent. A.D.2); GR III 777 (Attalea in Pamphylia, 1st cent. A.D.2);, FAM II 
905.IX.C.2-4 (Rhodiapolis, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.); SEG 2, 696 (Attalea in Pamphylia, 2nd cent. 
A.D.). Logisteia: Ramsay, Cities, 042, no. 535 (= IGR IV 652).5-7 (Acmonia, c.2nd cent. A.D.). 

140. Gerousia: Sardis VIL.1, nos. 8.56-57 (5 B.C.), 41.1-2 (Philadelphia? 1st cent. A.D.); . ra/leis 
175.12 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.), 77.0-4 (2nd cent. A.D.?), 88.1-4 (2nd cent. A.D.?), 95.1-2 (imperial pe- 
riod);, 7.Stratonikeia 1028.1-2 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.?); 7. Magnesia 162.1—2 (1st cent. A.D.2);, CIG II 
2775.1—3 (Aphrodisias, imperial period), TAM II gr0.1-2 (Rhodiapolis, imperial period), 1202.14 
17 (Phaselis, A.D. 145-146); BCH o (1885): 74, no. 4.1-3 (Aphrodisias, imperial period). Neoi: ]. Tralleis 
177.0-4 (2nd cent. A.D.?), 93.1—3 (2nd cent. A.D.); see also 7. Eryihrai 60.1—7 (A.D. 124). 

141. “These offices: Aul.Gell. NA 13.15.4, 13.16.1; Varro LL 5.82; Tac. Ann. 4.0.2. This di- 
vision: Sallust. Cati]. 30.7; Lac. Ann. 4.6.2. 

142. Ulpian Dig. 2.4.2; cf. Anon. Dig. 47.10.32. See Liebenam, Stădteverwaltung, 276; Loretana 
de Libero, “Imperium,” in NPauly 5 (1998), 955-956 with bibliography. "The censors, who eventu- 
ally disappeared under the Empire, and probably the people's tribunes, however, made exceptions. 
But neither ever formed a part of the Roman cursus honorum. 

143. Aul.Gell. NA 13.15.1, 13.15-4, 13.16.1. Restitutio: Ulpian Dig. 4.4.18.pr.; Anon. Dig. 
47.10.32; Tac. Ann. 4.6.2. 'The order: Callistr. Dig. 50.4.14.5; Ulpian Dig. 2.4.2. 

144. FIRA P 23 (= ILS 6088), XXV-XXVIII (c. A.p. 82-84); FIRA P 24 (= ILS 6089), 
LXIX (c. A.D. 81-84); see Spitzl, Lex municipii Malacitani, 120. 

145. Crawford et al., Roman Statutes, no. 25, p. 400 (> FIRA E 21 = JLS 6087), CIL-CIII 
(c.45 B.C.). E.g., Mackie, Loca/ Administration, 104-166. 
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survived from the otherwise unknown municipium Flavium Irnitanum in 
Spain, demonstrates that the decisions of other magistrates of the colony were 
validated by the Juumorri, but not the other way around, and that only the 
city councilors could validate the fines imposed by other magistrates and 
only the Juumoviri were entitled to collect these fines.1% 

Mommsen, stressing the fact that Roman texts can either include or ex- 
clude certain offices from the number of “minor magistrates,” concluded that 
the division into major and minor magistrates was not rigid. But categoriza- 
tions of offices, especially in literary texts of the imperial period (i.€., those to 
which he referred), often depended on the situation described.!* Addition- 
ally, the number of offices with imperium increased with time.!% Such evidence 
therefore cannot refute the idea that for the Romans the highest magistrates 
were those who had the imperium and the right to overturn legal decisions by 
other magistrates, with the exception of the censorship, which always occu- 
pied a separate position and went out of use under the emperors. 

Even if the division of Roman officials into major and minor was indeed 
relative, what remains the same is that the principles according to which the 
Romans divided their offices differed from those upon which Greeks based 
the division of their offices into “first,” “highest,” and others designated by 
similar epithets. Whereas the Roman division reflected power and authority, 
that of the Greeks emphasized not only the administrative importance of an 
office but, first of all, its social prestige. “Highest,” “first,” and other similar 
new definitions referred, in the first place, to the social significance of city 
offices and were also applied to non-archai such as the positions of ambassa- 
dors and choregoi as well as to non-offices such as honors.!* Any cost-bearing 
office could be turned into a voluntary /eztourgia and such epithets became 
applicable to it, as demonstrated by honorific inscriptions for Aulus Aurelius 
Zosimos from Priene or Opramoas from Rhodiapolis. "The newly appearing 
bouleutikai archai were also primarily of social significance.!50 Obviously, 
Roman aedi/es could raise their social prominence through distributions, 


146. JRS 76 (1986): 168 (= AF 1986, no. 333), <XXVII>.53—36, <LXVI>.11-19 (reign of 
the Flavii). 

147. Mommsen, Staatsrecht, 1:19—22, esp. 19 n.2, 20 n.1. 

148. E.g., Ulpian Dig. 2.4.2. 

149. Ambassadors: Reynolds, Aphrodisias, no. 41.2—3 (late Republican or Augustan period?); 
cf. CIG II 2771.1.8-9 (Aphrodisias, imperial period). Choregoi: 1. Didyma 84.15—16 (late 2nd-early 
ard cent. A.D.). Timai: Î.asos 248.18-20 (reign of Hadrian), CIG II 2770.1—3, 2766.2—3, 2775-2—4, 
2820a.2; REG 10 (1906): 117, no. 38.13 (all from imperial Aphrodisias); MAMA VI sq. (e L. 
Robert and ]. Robert, La Care, 2:177 no. 70b).1 (Heraclea Salbake, c. A.D. 502); TAM V 1229.9 
(near Apollonis, 28-27 B.C.); 1. Keramos 26.8—10 (reign of Antoninus Pius); . Tra//eis | 147b.1—3 
(Roman period?); FAM II 765.15 (Arneae, reign of Hadrian). 

150. I.Priene 112.84-—88 (after 84 B.c.), TAM II go5.XIII F, 10-13, and XIV E, 6-10 (Rhodi- 
apolis, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.). Bou/eutikai archai: Petersen and von Luschan, Reisen în Lykien, 38, 
no. 69.3—8 (Myra, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); TAM II 3o1.1-7 (Xanthus, late 2nd cent. A.D.). 
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games, and other similar benefactions, which often was a typical way to pro- 
mote a political career, but no Roman would put the prestige of this office 
before that of the consul or praetor or censor. The Roman division revealed 
the subordinate interrelationship of city officials, putting them in certain 
positions with respect to each other by giving them authority over some of- 
ficials and placing them under the authority of other officials. Nothing like 
this ever happened in Greek cities of Asia, where officials were independent 
of each others authority. 
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Financial Status 


“The revenues that city offices brought in were used to finance office functions. 
Any money left over could be spent in various ways, often for the embellishment 
of the city, together with the display of political loyalty.! In Thyatira, Apollodotos, 
son of Menodotos, performed the generalship and supervised the building of 
a triple entrance and stoas and dwelling places therein, using the money left 
over from his office. "The people of Metropolis dedicated two stoas to Emperor 
Tiberius using the money left over from the games of Augustus Caesar during 
the agonothesia of Philiskos, son of Philoxenos.? Enaugelion, son of Metrodoros, 
the gymnasiarch “at his own expense” as well as the prytan:s and agonothetes in 
Pergamum, dedicated a statue of Augustus using the money left over from a 
festival.” Performing an office at one's own expense and/or in such a way that 
money could be left over also characterized sacral offices. "The priest Pausanias, 
from 'Tralles, dedicated an image of himself using the money that he had saved 
from expenses. Artemidoros, son of Dionysios, and Antigonos, son of Apollonios, 
made two fountains, either in Hierocaesarea or in '[hyatira, using the money left 
over from the hseronomia. Non-archontes, such as secretaries and /ogistai, also had 
the right to dispose of revenues according to their own wishes.* 


1. Forek TOv repLooov xpnudTuv and other examples, see Robert, /le//enica, 6:70. 

2. TAM V 861.2-6 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); see also 862 (2nd cent. A.D.); 7. Ephesos VIL.1, 3420 
= SEG 32, 1163 (Metropolis, the reign of Tiberius). 

3. I.Pergamon IL 384 (17 B.C.—A.D. 2) with Frânkel's commentary ad hoc on p. 276. 

4. I.Tralleis | 13.1—3 (imperial period), see M. Pappakonstantinou, “Emiypa$i ek Tâv 
epeuriwv râv TpaMewv,” BCH 13 (1889): 280; TAM V 1246 (imperial period), attributed to either 
Hierocaesarea (Keil and Herrmann) or 'Thyatira (|. Robert and L. Robert). See Robert, Fe//enica, 
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“The revenues of secular officials came from city funds and small fines that 
they imposed, as was the case with the pryranes and nomophylakes in Ilium and 
the city councilors in Mylasa and Astypalaea.” Sacral officials received pro- 
ceeds from similar funds, from their right to parts of sacrificial offerings, from 
small fines that they were entitled to impose, and probably from other sources 
as well.6 As in the Hellenistic period, city officials in the province of Asia were 
never paid directly by the city. Direct payment has been documented only for 
those who did not occupy archai or, in other words, had no “authority” or “lead- 
ership,” such as, for example, judges, ambassadors, and public servants.” 

However, expenses of city officials were reimbursed or their activity was 
funded.8 In Iasus, Gaius Caninius Synalasson dedicated five thousand denarii 
to the gymnasium of the neoi, so that revenue from this money would always be 
used to supply oil in the sixth month of every year. In Stratonicea, Ti. Flavius 
"Theophanes gave ten thousand denarii for the supply of grain to the citizens; 
Ti. Claudius Mithridates spared the city of Apamea the amount of fifteen thou- 
sand denarii customarily given by it to the holder of the gymnastarchua; and 
C. Licinius Maximus lulianus, a prytanis at Ephesus in A.D. 105, gave the money 





6:70, with other similar cases. Non-archontes: Î. Priene 113.15—19 (after 84 B.C.); I. Ephesos ll 672.16— 
20 with VII.1, 3080.17-—20 (A.D. 166); Herrmann, Frgebnisse einer Reise, 10-11, N0. 5 (A.D. 154-155). 

5. IIlion 05.453, 12—14, see also 7-8, 10-11 (reign of Augustus); Labraunda IIL.2, no. 56.3— 
7 (Mylasa, imperial period); IG XII suppl. 150 (= LSCG Suppl. 83).10-15 (Astypalaea, 2nd or 1st 
cent. B.C.). Dignas, Economy, 237-238. 

6. City funds: LSAM 6oa (= 1.Jasos 245).22-23 (1st cent. B.C.2), Robert, He/lenica, 9:8, 
11.2—4, 8-12 (Sardis, reign of Augustus) with his commentary ad hoc on pp. 14-18 and other similar 
examples. Cf. TAM V 242.8-9: ek Tov 1rpoo65wv Tis Beod (Cula, A.D. 209-210). Parts of sacrificial 
offerings: Reynolds, Aphrodisias, no. 29.9—11 (late Republic); /.Stratonikeia 266.710 (Panamara, 
imperial period?) LSAM 6oa (= I.Jasos 245).12—16, 28-30 (1st cent. B.C.?); Parker and Obbink, 
“Sales of Priesthoods on Cos: II,” 238-239, no. 4a.6—7 (c.1st cent. B.C.). În place of parts of sac- 
rificial offerings, priests could receive money contributions, proportionately to the size and age 
of the victim; see Parker and Obbink, “Sales of Priesthoods on Cos: I,” 416-417, no. 1.8—9 (c.125 
B.C.?), and “Sales of Priesthoods on Cos: II,” 238-239, no. 4a.10—11, 14-15 (€.1st cent. B.C.), see 
also p. 244, no. 4b.1 (late 2nd or early 1st cent. B.C.). Fines: Labraunda IIL.2, no. 60.9-11, 16-18 
(2nd cent. A.D.);, Parker and Obbink, “Sales of Priesthoods on Cos: II,” 238-239, no. 4a.17-19 
(c.1st cent. B.C.). Cf. Parker and Obbink, “Sales of Priesthoods on Cos: L,” 416-417, n0. 1.13—14: 
the priestess of Aphrodite Pandemos and Pontia could lease her duties; c.125 B.C.?), and “Sales 
of Priesthoods on Cos: II,” 229, no. 2.9-10: (the purchaser of the priesthood) klalpreverw 5€ 
kai TO Teluevols kalic.9 76 ev Trois k—(c.220 B.C.2), which the editors translated as “he 
shall enjoy the proceeds of the temenos and (the building? in the gardens?)” but did not elabo- 
rate on. See more recently Dignas, Economy, 246-271, who discussed such cases in the Hellenistic 
and Roman periods. 

7. Judges: I.Stratonikeia 229a.4-6 (Panamara, imperial period); ambassadors: 7. Ephesos V 1486 
(= Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 71).13—15 (A.D. 120). Cf. Plin. Ep. 10.43.1—2; public servants: 
Labraunda Ill.2, no. 56.11—12 (Mylasa, imperial period). 

8. See possible lists of the expenditures of the gymnasiarch in Dârner, Inschrifien und 
Denkmăler, 54-55, no. 27 (Nicomedia), and SEG 47, 1218.14-26 (Delos, 158-157 B.C.), and of 
the agonothetes in Robert, OMS, 1:286 ad 1l.19-20. 
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earmarked în the city budget for his office to the “eternal gymnasiarchia.”* Similar 
evidence comes from other Greek-speaking provinces such as Galatia, Lycia, and 
Cilicia. Some inscriptions refer to special funds administered by the city “trea- 
surers in charge of the property for the provision of grain” and “treasurers in 
charge of the property for the provision of oil,” though the latter have been docu- 
mented only in Bithynia.!! 

Although such funds survived into the imperial period from Hellenistic 
times, they became especially prominent in inscriptions in the second century 
and later, when establishing a fund for the city came to be a form of benefac- 
tion.!? In most cases, local benefactors set up such funds and used the revenues 
for personal officeholding before leaving these offices to those who were 
elected next, as did, for example, T. Aelius Alcibiades from Nysa.!5 Such 
funds covered expenditures “in perpetuity” of the gymnasiarchia, stephanephoria, 
agonothesia, and the sitonia.!* Other benefactors helped to replenish these funds 


9. I.lasos 248.22-—26 (reign of Hadrian); see also 245 = L.SAM Goa (1st cent. B.C.2); /.Stratonikeia 
203.24-—26 (Panamara, A.D. 164-166); MAMA VI 180.1.0-12 and Il.7-9 (Apamea in Phrygia, c. A.D. 
160); cf. another reference to the same situation in Ramsay, Cities, 461, no. 205.8—13 (Apamea in 
Phrygia, imperial period); /. Ephesos VIL.1, 3066.13—16 (early 2nd cent. A.D.). See also JGR IV 7g0.23— 
28 (Apamea in Phrygia, 2nd cent. A.D.2); REG 19 (1906): 142, no. 74 (= Laum, Sti/iungen, 2:10, 
no. 114).6—11; 246-247, N0. 142.23 (Aphrodisias, imperial period), LAM V 1345 = IGR IV 1342 
= 1.Magnesia am Sipylos 20 (2nd cent. A.D.);, JHS 57 (1937), 1-10 (Orcistus, A.D. 237). These 
funds: ]. Robert and L. Robert, BE 1958, no. 137; Jones, Later Roman Empire, 2:736-737, 3:234 
ad n.55; Louis Robert, “Inscriptions d'Athenes et de la Grece centrale,” Archaiologike ephemeris 
1969 [1970]: 27. 

10. OGI 544.21-25 (Ancyra, 2nd cent. A.D.); TAM Il 145 (= IGR III 524).8—11 (Lydae, 
imperial period), 9o5.XIV.G.6—14 (Rhodiapolis, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.); Bean and Mitford, 7our- 
neys, 1964-1968, 160, no. 165.5: dTTO TOKwv yuuvaotapxLkiv (Cestrus, reign of Commodus), 
who (p. 161) interpreted this phrase as referring to “the interest of summa honoraria” for the 
2ymnasiarchia. 

11. "The treasurers Tov oTwvikov xpnudTov: I.Didyma 255.7—10 (early imperial period?); 
IG V.1, 495.34 with SEG 40, 346 (Mistra in Laconia, Antonine period); SEG 27, 938.712 (Tlos, 
c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.); I. Prusias ad Hypium 8.6—7 (after A.D. 212). "The treasurers Tv €XaLwvLK GV 
xpnuărow: I.Prusias ad Hypium 1.5—6 (A.D. 202-212), 46.11—12 (late 1st—2nd cent. A.D.?); Robert, 
“Inscriptions d'Athenes et de la Grece centrale,” 27. 

12. See also Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 267, 269, 314-315, 322-323, 325-326. 

13. Laum, Stifiungen, 2:122, no. 131.44—48 (reign of Hadrian). Cf. honorific decree for Aulus 
Aemilius Zosimos from Priene, who, in addition to his many other benefactions, took up the city 
secretaryship and the gymnasiarchia when no one wanted to hold them because of their financial 
burden: 7.Priene 112.20-22, 27-20 (after 84 B.C.). 

14. Gymnasiarchia: I.Magnesia 188.10-—13 (c.1st-2nd cent. A.D.); REG 19 (1906): 246-247, no. 142 
(Aphrodisias, imperial period), AM V 1345 (= IGR IV 1342 = Î.Magnesia am Sipylos 20).4 (2nd 
cent. A.D.); 7.Ephesos IV 1143 (ast-2nd cent. A.D.), V 1500.13—14 (A.D. 115-116), VIL.r, 3006.13—14 
(early 2nd cent. A.D.); Bosch, “Inscriptions,” 101-102, no. 19.17—19 (Attalea in Pamphylia, late 1st— 
carly 2nd cent. A.D.) with ]. Robert and L.. Robert, BE 1948, no. 220, p. 201; TAM III 21 (Termessus, 
soon after A.D. 212) and SEG 47, 1771 (Lermessus, late 2nd cent. A.D.); Î.Kibyra 423.48, 42b.4-8, 
42.49, 42d.4-9, 42€.4-7, 43 (= LW 1213c) (soon after A.D. 72—732); SEG 46, 1715.12-13 (Patara, 
reign of Hadrian); Robert, OMS, 1:446-447 and 2:811 n.3. Stephanephoria: REG 19 (1906): 246- 
247, n0. 142 (Aphrodisias, imperial period), MAMA VI 157 (> L. Robert and ]. Robert, Care, 
2:277, NO. 152).19—20 (Apollonia Salbake, A.D. 185-192); TAM V 1345 (= IGR IV 1342 = 1. Magnesia 
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as time went by.15 "The recurrent character of prohibitions against using these 
funds for purposes other than those laid down by their donors or decided upon 
by the city demonstrates that such cases were not rare and probably resulted from 
financial difficulties of these cities.1% Another reason was probably the desire of 
the city populace to keep access open to city offices for those who could not other- 
wise afford them. Social organizations, such as the colleges of the neo: and the 
gerousiai, as well as artistic guilds, also had their own similar funds.!” Only some 
of these funds, though maybe the most visible ones, were used for financing 
various offices. Other funds are known as well. A prominent benefactor from 
Ephesus, C. Vibius Salutaris, promised to establish a fund that would finance 
distributions and allocations to city residents, and M. Ulpius Carminius 
Claudianos, from Aphrodisias, established a fund for public buildings.18 

The setting up of funds supporting city officials illustrates that sometimes 
it was difficult for Asian cities to find candidates for certain offices. A similar 
conclusion can be drawn from the large amount of evidence for officeholding 
by deities.!? Milesian inscriptions refer to years when there was no prophetes 
in the Didymeion. One of them, an honorific inscription for Cl. Chionis, says 
that he exercised both the propheteia and archiprytaneia because no one was 
eager to assume either of these posts. Another inscription records that Ulpius 
Athenagoras was a “prophetes according to his own will.” Another praises 
Flavianus Phileas, who took the propheteia at the age of twenty-three “with- 
out casting a lot.” "The prominent benefactor Aulus Aemilius Zosimos from 
Priene received special praise from his city because, among many other of his 
benefactions, he took up the offices of the secretary and the gymnasiarch when 





am Sipylos 20).4 (2nd cent. A.D.); Laum, Stifiungen, 2:122, no. 131 (Nysa, reign of Hadrian). Agonothesia: 
Robert, Fle/lenica, 9:8, |l.8—12 (Sardis, reign of Augustus); 7. Ephesos Ia 17.52-53 (the edict of P. F. 
Persicus, c. A.D. 44), VIL.r, 3066.12—14 (early 2nd cent. A.D.). Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1962 and 
1963, 36, nos. 41 and 42 (Antioch ad Cragum, 2nd cent. A.D.). Sitonia: I.Stratonikeia 227.710 
(Panamara, Hellenistic period) and (?) 1028.18-21 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.?); SEG 27, 938.2-7 (los, 
c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.). 

15. I.Stratonikeia 103.24-—27 (Panamara, imperial period), 1028.9-10 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.?); 
Ramsay, Cities, 333, no. 146 (Maximianopolis, imperial period); Pavis WV'Escurac, “A propos de 
Papprovisionnement en bl€,” 120-123. 

16. Milet] 3, 134 (> LSAM 53).18—20 (late 1st cent. A.D.); LW 1611.40-48 (Aphrodisias, 1st 
cent. A.D.); .Jasos 248.54—57 (reign of Hadrian), Labraunda IIl.2, no. 56.12-—13 (Mylasa, imperial 
period); 7. Kibyra 43 (= LW 1213c).24—27 (soon after A.D. 73742). 

17. Neoi: I.lasos 248.22—26 (reign of Hadrian). Gerousiai: I.lasos 245.22-23 (foundation for 
the gymnasium, 1st cent. B.C.2); 7. Magnesia 116.24-—25 (reign of Hadrian). Artistic guild: Sardis VIL.1, 
no. 13 (before A.D. 1282). See also Peek, Inschrifien, 38, no. 86.59 (Astypalaea, 2nd cent. A.D.), 
with ]. Robert and L.. Robert, BE 1971, no. 478. 

18. 1.Ephesos la 27b.311-—315 (A.D. 104); CIG II 2782.18—19 (Aphrodisias, imperial period). See 
also Î.Kibyra 41.10-15 (c. mid-1st cent. A.D.), TAM II 191.7-9 (Sidyma, imperial period); 
F.Xanthos VII, no. 67.26-29 (c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.); 7. Central Pisidia 117 (Ariassus, c. A.D. 238). 

19. E.g. Robert, Ftudes €pigraphiques et philologiques, 46 n.6 (= Laum, Stifiungen, 2:122, 
no. 131).44—52 (Nysa, the reign of Hadrian). 
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no one wanted to hold them because of their financial burden.2 "The burden- 
some character of these offices explains why no election took place.7! Conse- 
quently, they ended up being occupied according to “a hereditary principle,” 
as was the case with Cl. Chionis, who came from a family whose members had 
customarily held the propheteia and archiprytaneia, as well as by young people 
who did not yet have access to administratively important positions, as the in- 
scription for Flavianus Phileas demonstrates. Those who took up offices in such 
situations offered a particularly desirable benefaction to their city. 

Although reimbursements of official expenditures continued to be pro- 
vided, many city officials followed the old tradition of expressly refusing them. 
In Apamea, Ti. Claudius Mithridates refused to accept financial aid custom- 
arily offered by the city to gymnasiarchs. The gymnasiarch Iollas, son of Iollas, 
was praised by the city of Sardis for having performed this office “from his 
own property."2 Many other gymnasiarchs and agonothetai held these offices 
“at their own expense”2 or “from their own resources.”2* The gymnasiarchs 
also performed their duties “for free” and the sitonai “from their own revenues,” 
while the agoranomoi acted în a similar fashion elsewhere.2 Officials on levels 
other than that of the entire city acted in a similar way as well, as did the 
secretary of the city council in Side.26 Because priestly offices were treated 
in the same fashion, they also were considered a part of city administration.? 


20. Î.Didyma 237.LL.9—11 (mid-st cent. A.D.) with Rehm's commentary ad hoc and Quass, 
Honoratiorenschicht, 317 n.1356; I.Didyma 272 (> OGI 494).2—9 (late 1st cent. A.D.), 278.23 (2nd- 
rd cent. A.D.), CIG Il 2880.47 (Miletus, imperial period), 7. Priene 112.20-22, 27-29 (after 84 B.C.). 

21. See also Quass, Fonoratiorenschicht, 317. 

22. Sardis VIL.1, no. 27.11-12 (2nd quarter of 1st cent. B.C.?); VLAMA VI 180.1.6-12 and 
I1.7-9 (Apamea in Phrygia, c. A.D. 100). Cf. a special clause referring to the possibility of someone 
performing gymnasiarchy at his own expense after a fund for “perpetual gymnasiarchy” had al- 
ready been established: 7. Kibyra 43 (= LW 1213c).19—24 (soon after A.D. 73—742). 

23. Gymnasiarchs: VLAMA VIII 488.45 (Aphrodisias, Roman period); . Stratomikeia 531a.2— 
3 (Lagina, imperial period); 7. Nikaia 105.3 (imperial period); 7. Kios 5.2 (imperial period); Bean 
and Mitford, Journeys, 1964-1965, 96, no. 73 (Pamphylia, 1st cent. A.D.); PH, no. 392.3—5 (Cos, 
2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); TAM II go3.IX.C.2-4 (Rhodiapolis, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.); BE 1956, no. 274c 
(Caunus, imperial period). Agonothetai: 1. Ephesos La 9.N.6—7 (50-49 B.C.); IG XIL.6, 205.45 (Samos, 
late 1st cent. B.C.—early 1st cent. A.D.);, BCH 4 (1880): 377-378, no. 5 (Adramytteum, Roman pe- 
riod). See also Claude Brixhe and Ren€ Hodot, /'Asie Mineure de nord au sud: Inscriptions in€dils 
(Nancy: Presses Universitaires de Nancy, 1988), 32—33, no. 8.1—2 (Pisidia, 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.); FAM 
II go5.XIII.C.7-8 (Rhodiapolis, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.), ]. Perge 1 60.3—5, 61.2—3 (reign of the Flavii). 

24. Gymnasiarchs: 7. Zra/leis | 89.2—3, 109.13—14 (imperial period). Agonothetai: Sardis VIL.I, 
no. 27.12-13 (2nd quarter of st cent. B.C.2); /. Ephesos La 9.N.3—4 (51-50 B.C.). 

25. BE 1972, no. 430, L.8 (Caunus, 2nd cent. A.D.); JG VII 3224.1—3 (Megara, 1st cent. B.C.); 
1. Erythrai 66.3—4 (imperial period); IG V.2, 296.2-5 (Mantinea, 1st-2nd cent. A.D.); SEG 45, 1392 
(Sicily, st cent. B.C.). 

26. 1.Side II 78 (imperial period). 

27. MAMA VIII 4g2c.10-13 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); 7.Didyma 248.5—10 (Didyma? 
1st cent. A.D.); 7. Ephesos Il 997.8—13 (1st cent. A.D.); 7. Stratonikeia 266.7-10 and 289.3—7 (Panamara, 
imperial period?); Sterrett, Journey, 92-94, no. 60.5-6 (Cibyra, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); I.Side II g2.5— 
9 (after A.D. 212); IG VII 2517.8-10 (Euboea, 1st cent. A.D.). 
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Non-archontes and non-officials acted in a similar way. "The choregos and 
nyctophylax performed their duties “at their own expense,” and the sitonai and 
panegyriarchoi held their offices at a financial loss to themselves.75 Ambassadors 
fulfilled their duties “for free,” “at their own expense,” or “without pay,” while 
city doctors offered their services “for free” and “without pay.”2 'The same 
expressions also designated benefactions by private individuals. For example, 
Laevianus, son of Callistratus, from 'hyatira, spared the money allocated by the 
city for the purchase of grain by covering expenses “from his own resources.” 
“Together with his wife and children, 'T. Claudius Halys built “at his own ex- 
pense” a temple and baths for Cyzicus. In neighboring Bithynia, T. Ulpius 
Aelianus Papianus covered the cost of the honorific statue “at his own expense” 
after being honored by the p/yle Sebastene of Prusias by the Hypias, while the 
veteran C. Memmius Germanus dedicated in a similar fashion what seems to 
have been a water tank to the city of Hadrianoi.% City officials, therefore, con- 
stituted only a fraction of all those who made such benefactions. 

The pompous language of honorific inscriptions for city officials added 
to their prestige. Aurelia Claudia Apollonia was honored by the city of Per- 
gamum for performing the priesthood of Athena Nikephoros “honorably and 
magnificently.” An honorific inscription for lulia Iuliana from 'Thyatira praises 
her for having performed the agonorhesia “brilhantly and with large expen- 
ditures.” Her compatriot Aurelius Asclepiades was praised by the city for 
having performed the sitonsa for his sons in a similarly generous way. Docu- 
ments from Aphrodisias and Stratonicea refer to the “most generous high 
priesthood” alongside other benefactions of the honorands, while inscriptions 
from Ceramus, Heraclea Salbake, Idebessus, and Prusias by the Hypias men- 
tion “generous gymnasiarchiai.”51 Offices held in this way were turned into 


28. Nyctophylax: I.Ephesos Ul 957.18—20 (late 2nd-—ard cent. A.D.); cf. I.Mylasa 901.4 (Hydae, 
Hellenistic period). Sitonai and panegyriarchoi: 1. Magnesia 104 (> OGI 485).9—10 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.?). 

29. “For free”: I.Stratonikeia 689.1-2 (Lagina, Roman period); 1.Jasos 87.2-6 (Roman pe- 
riod), 113.3—4 (2nd cent. A.D.); TAM II 147 (= IGR III 534).9—10 (Lydae, 1st cent. B.C.?); I.Perge 
I 58.14-15 (late 1st cent. A.D.);, Î. Kibyra 41.2—3 (c. mid-1st cent. A.D.). Other expressions: J.Priene 
108.159 (after 129 B.C.) = Bringmann and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:318, no. 270 (€.150—120 
B.C.) and /.Priene 111.22 (early 1st cent. B.C.); /.Stratonikeia 678.2, 690.1 (Lagina, imperial period); 
Î. Kibyra 75.3—4 (ast-2nd cent. A.D.). Doctors: 7. Ephesos IV 1386.2-4 (1st cent. A.D.?);, IG Vu, 
1145.28-—31 (Messenia, c.70 B.C.);, TAM II 910.16-17 (Rhodiapolis, imperial period). 

30. TAM V 982.7-10 (Thyatira, 2nd cent. A.D.); IGR IV 228.45 (from near Cyzicus, impe- 
rial period); /. Prusias ad Hypium 17.27—30 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.); 7. Hadrianoi und Hadrianeia 
47 (2nd cent. A.D.). 

31. I.Pergamon IL 525 (imperial period), TAM V 963.6-7 (Thyatira, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); 
see also 947.7-9 (Thyatira, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 949.7—10 (Thyatira, early 3rd cent. A.D.), CIG 
II 2767.8 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); /.Stratonikeia 1025.9—11 (c. reign of Antoninus Pius). 
“Generous gymmnasiarchiai”: Î. Keramos 14.11—12 (c. mid-1st cent. A.D.); VLAMA VI 114 (> L. Robert 
and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:177, no. 70).3—4 (Heraclea Salbake, c. A.D. 502); TAM II 834.6-7 (ldebessus, 
imperial period); 7. Prusias ad Hypium 1.3 (A.D. 202-212), 5.7 (late 1st-2nd cent. A.D.2);, Christo- 
pher P. Jones, “Diotrephes of Antioch,” Chiron 13 (1983), 374 (n.29). 
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leitoureiai,? including those on administrative levels other than that of the 
entire city. During the time of the assize, Ti. Claudius Mithridates from Apamea 
in Phrygia performed the gymnastarchia at his own expense without accepting 
the money provided for this purpose from a special city fund.% Another way 
to hold office in a beneficiary way was to save the allotted money and use it in 
the interests of the city. We have already seen some evidence for this in rela- 
tion to the offices of the gymnasiarch, general, and agonorhetes, as well as sac- 
ral offices. Offices that were not counted among city's archa: were held in the 
same way. For example, | Tiberius?] Flavius Damianus gave to the city of 
Fphesus what was left over from the revenues of his secretaryship.3* 

Asian inscriptions often use the verb charizoma: in such cases. his verb, 
which had the very general meaning of “to favor,” is already encountered in 
Asia in the preprovincial period.55 It was used in a series of decrees referring 
to judges who came at the request of various Asian cities and “favored” their 
cause.36 It could also be applied with the same very general meaning to city 
residents.*” However in dealings between Hellenistic monarchs and Asian 
cities, this verb, in its intransitive use, acquired a certain financial flavor, 
namely sparing the money of the city by the grace of the monarch. Antiochos 
III, acting together with his sister and wife Laodice, “favored” the city of 
“Teos by granting it inviolability and remission of taxes. Attalos II of Pergamum 
“gave a favor” to the city of Amlada by offering it a number of financial 
concessions.58 

Cuties of Asia Minor quickly adopted similar attitudes in their dealings 
with each other. Ephesus honored a Rhodian grain merchant who “favored the 
people” by selling his grain at a moderate price, while the peace treaty between 
Miletus and Magnesia used the verb charizomaa to designate the return of war 


32. E.g., MAMA VIII 471.411 (Aphrodisias, Roman period), see also ŢAM II 838d (= IGR 
III 649).12 (Idebessus, 2nd cent. A.D.). 

33. MAMA VI 180.1.6-12 and Il.7-g (c. A.D. 160) with GR IV 7g0.23—26 (Apamea in Phrygia, 
2nd cent. A.D.2); TAM II gos.IX.C.2-4 (Rhodiapolis, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.). 

34. Î. Pergamon LL 384 (17 B.C.—A.D. 2); TAM V 861.2-6 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); 7. Ephesos VIL.I, 
3420 = SEG 32, 11603 (Metropolis, reign of Tiberius). Sacral officers: 7. Tra/leis | 13.1—3 (imperial 
period), FAM V 1246 (Hierocaesarea? imperial period). Damianus: 7. Ephesos INI 672.16-20; VIL.1, 
3080.17-20 (A.D. 106). See also Herrmann, Frgebnisse einer Reise, 10-11, no. 5 (A.D. 154-155) with 
]. Robert and L. Robert, BE 1963, no. 221. 

35. See s.v. xăpis: xapicoua in Juret, Dicrionnaire, 360; Frisk, Wărterbuch, 2:1063. 

36. I.Jasos 607 (= 1.Priene 47).5—7 (Bargylia for judges from Priene, c.200 B.C.), 609 (= IG 
XII.6, 145).5-7 (Bargylia for judges from Samos, 2nd cent. B.C.); I. Magnesia 15b.8 (Magnesia for 
judges from Cnidus, c.221-—220 B.C.), 97.70-71 (Leos for a judge from Magnesia, c. early 2nd cent. 
B.C.); 1.Mylasa 634.4—5 (Teos for judges from Mylasa, late 2nd-early 1st B.c.), Robert, Fle/lenica, 
11-12:204-213, ll.6—13 (Lebedus for judges from Samos, late 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.). 

37. E.g., ASAA 25-26 (1963-1964 [1965]): 306, no. 3.10-11 (Leros, 3rd-2nd cent. B.C.). 

38. SEG 41, 1003.1.47—49 (Teos, c.204-203 B.C.);, Welles, RC, no. 54.12-15 (Pergamum, c.160 
B.C.); see also, e.g, 1$y/1.3 552 (letter to Philip from the league at Abis, 208 B.C.). 
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captives without payment.* In later times, the verb charizomai certainly con- 
tinued to be used in its more general sense, in addition to designating remit- 
tance of allotted money.“ "This verb has been encountered in relation to the 
eymnasiarchs, as in Apamea, as well as the agonothetai and sebastophantai, 
though not in Asia.*! But, as in the Hellenistic period, archontes were only some 
of those who “favored” their cities in this way. Augustus “favored” the famous 
sanctuary of Diana at Ephesus with a donation of land, which produced regular 
income. Lucius Vitellius contributed to the grain fund in Miletus. | Tiberius?] 
Flavius Damianus, a secretary from Ephesus, embellished the city using the 
revenues from his office. "The superintendent of works did the same together 
with his assistants in Thyatira.* Sacral officials too could either return the 
allotted money, use it to embellish the city, or distribute the remains of sacri- 
ficial offerings to which they were entitled.* Social organizations furthered 
this trend. Kyros, son of Apollonios, returned the money which the gerousza 
of Lampsacus provided to its gymnasiarch. "The secretary of the city council 
in Mylasa, M. lunius Silanus, gave back the money allotted to the holder of 
this office. Private individuals could favor their city by refusing to accept pay- 
ment on the loan that they had offered to the city." 

In place of, or in addition to, holding office for free, city officials could 
make benefactions of various sorts when in office, which were sometimes con- 
nected with official responsibilities. Some covered various official expenditures 
out of their own pockets.* "The gymnasiarchs spent their own money to in- 
crease the amount of oil distributed to visitors to the gymnasium, as well as on 


39. I.Ephesos V 1435.46 (c.300 B.C.); Syll.3 388 (= Milet 1 3, 148).67-69 (c.196 or after 185— 
184 B.C.). 

40. Î.Ephesos ÎL 444, 445 (both from the reign of Severus Alexander), 459.7-9 (reign of 
Augustus); VI 2076.47, 2078.3-7, 2079.6-9, 2080.47, 2082.10—12 (imperial period); 7. Kibyra 41.8— 
9 (c. mid-st cent. A.D.); Bosch, “Inscriptions,” 100, no. 18.10-—15 (Attalea in Pamphylia, c. mid- 
1st cent. A.D.); TAM II 578.13—17 (los, A.D. 136); OGI 566.19—23 (Oenoanda, imperial period). 

qi. MAMA VI 180.11.7-9 (Apamea in Phrygia, c. A.D. 160); BE 1973, no. 201 (Amantia in 
Epirus, pre-Roman period?);, OGI 544.20-25 (Ancyra, 2nd cent. A.D.); 7. Central Pisidia 117.12—16 
(Ariassus, c. A.D. 238). 

42. SEG 41, 971 (23-22 B.C.?); I.Didyma 255.7-10 (early imperial period?) I.Ephesos II 
672.16-—20 with VIL.1, 3080.17-—20 (A.D. 166); TAM V 861 (Thyatira, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.), 862 
(2nd cent. A.D.) with other examples in Robert, Fe//enica, 6:70 (n.2) and Robert, Nowze/les inscrip- 
tions de Sardes, 17. 

43. TAM V 1246 (Hierocaesarea? imperial period); . Tra/leis | 13.1—3 (imperial period); 
1.Didyma 84.3—10 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.) with Robert, OMS, 3:1627. Distribution of sacri- 
ficial offerings: Sardis VIL.1, no. 27.16—18 (2nd quarter of st cent. B.C.2); SEG 47, 1585.10—11 and 
1586.2-3 (Lagina, reign of Antoninus Pius). 

44. Î.Lampsakos 12.5—8 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.2); I.My/asa 109.19—22 (the phyle of the Otorkondeis, 
c.76 B.c.), TAM II gos.XIV.G.9—14 (Rhodiapolis, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.); Peek, Inschrifien, 38, 
no. 86.5-9 (Astypalaea, 2nd cent. A.D.);, Robert, OMS, 1:280, l.22-24 (Acraiphia, reign of Caligula). 
Private individuals: 7.Didyma 334-9—11 (A.D. 41—100). 

45. I.Jasos 248.11-15 (reign of Hadrian), TAM V 942.12-18 (Thyatira, late 2nd-—3rd cent. 
A.D.). See Quass, Fonoratiorenschicht, 203. 
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games and other matters relevant to their office.* "The agoranomoi added their 
own resources to keep the price of grain and oil low, as did the sitonai.* Such 
benefactions tended to become traditional, at least in some places. An inscription 
from Magnesia by the Maeander distinguishes between benefactions offered by 
the city agoranomos “according to the custom” and those that he made “out of his 
personal benevolence.” "These activities, in which sacral officials participated as 
well, were especially helpful to the population in times of bad harvests and high 
food prices.* In a similar fashion, the Dionysiac fechnitai in "Teos honored Ti. 
Claudius Mnasimachus not only for his generous contributions but also for ad- 
ditional prizes which he paid for from his own pocket and awarded to athletes.* 

Other benefactions offered by officials went beyond their usual duties, as 
demonstrated by various building projects, which became so noticeable in the 
Roman period.* The gymnasiarch Ti. Claudius 'Theophanes in Stratonicea not 
only generously fulfilled his duties but also made various other benefactions, as 
did the gymnasiarch L. Vaccius Labeo in Cyme and a certain Marcus Aurelius 
in his many offices in Ephesus early in the third century. The agonotheta: in Side, 
Aur. Mandrianus Longinus and L. Audius Maximus, were praised for having 
made public distributions when in office. The gymnasiarch and secretary 
T. Flavius -Alon, from Prusa, honored the emperor Trajan “at his own expense.”5! 
Not only the gymnasiarchs but also holders of other city offices could spend 


46. I.Erythrai 85.3—6 (imperial period?); I..Stratonikeia 218.2-8 (Panamara, imperial period); 
AM 35 (1910), 401-403, no. 1a.28-30 and 468, no. 52.2-5 (Pergamum, Roman period), SEG 44, 
1162.18-23 (Boubon, not long before A.D. 212); Heberdey and Wilhelm, Reisen, 1891 und 1892, 102, 
no. 181 (imperial period); Marek, Stadt, 135, no. 1.6-9 (Pompeiopolis in Paphlagonia, A.D. 97—102). 
Games: e.g., I.Stratonikeia 1025.20-23 (€. reign of Antoninus Pius). Significantly, L. Robert (Lrudes 
anatoliennes, 77-81) put together such examples from the Hellenistic and provincial periods. 

47. Reynolds, Aphrodisias, no. 30.17-—20 (late Republic), TAM V 942.12-—18 (Thyatira, late 
2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.). Sitonai: I. Tralleis | 80.7-9 (after A.D. 127); Î.Magnesia 164 (> OGI 485).9—10 
(ast-2nd cent. A.D.?). 

48. Î.Magnesia 179.10-—11, 12-13 (€.1st-2nd cent. A.D.). See Edmond Frezouls, “L'evergctisme 
“alimentaire” dans I'Asie Mineure romaine,” in Nourrir la plebe: Actes du colloque tenu â Geneve les 28 
et 29.1X.1959 en hommage ă Denis van Berchem, ed. Adalberto Giovannini (Basel: F. Reinhardt, 1991), 
7-9. Sacral officials: /.Stratonikeia 206.7-15 (Panamara, imperial period?); 7. Erythrai 132.4-6 (A.D. 
139-161); VAMA IN 265.1-4 (Dionysoupolis, 1st-2nd cent. A.D.). 

49. IGR IV 1568.17-—20 (Teos, imperial period); for this man, see also Peter Herrmann, “Eine 
beriimte Familie in “Teos: Epigraphische Nachlese,” in Srudien zur Religion und Kultur Kleinasiens 
und des ăgăischen Bereiches: Festschrif) fir Baki Ojiin zum 75. Geburtstag, ed. Cengiz Işik (Bonn: Dr. 
R. Habelt, 2000), 87-91. Henri W. Pleket, “Olympic Benefactors,” ZPE 20 (1976): 1-18. See also 
agonothetai who contributed their own money: /..Side Il 121.2-6, 122.48, 123.4—8 (c.3rd cent. A.D.?). 

50. Î.Ephesos VI 2033.2—3 (imperial period); Milet 1 6, 189 (A.D. 181-184); 19, 310 (A.D. 103— 
114); I.Didyma 406 (early imperial period); .K7os 11b.1-2 (imperial period) with Corsten's com- 
mentary on p. 86; 1.Side II 155 (c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.2). 

51. Î.Stratonikeia 197.12—15 (Panamara, imperial period); 7. Kyme 19.38—43 (2 B.C.—A.D. 14); 
1. Ephesos VIL.1, 3071.79, 10-13, 20-22 (early 3rd cent. A.D.); Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1964 
1968, 39, no. 19 (> I.Side 1, T Ep 1).4 (Side, c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.); J.Side II 120.36 (late 1st or 
early 2nd cent. A.D.?); Dorner, Inschrifien und Denkmăler, 108-109, no. 126.48 (Prusa). 
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their money to reduce the price of oil for the city gymnasia or provide it for 
free.*2 In such cases, Asian inscriptions often used words with very broad fields 
of meaning. Diogenes, son of Menander, gave public feasts and other “bene- 
factions” when he held several offices in Aphrodisias. And M. Sempronius 
Clemens served as the prytanis and secretary “with advantage to the city” of 
Stratonicea.53 Sacral officials, including high priests, usually provided the 
populace with benefactions such as combats of gladiators and fights against 
wild animals, as well as hunts and various distributions.** Officials operating 
on administrative levels other than that of the entire city, such as those who 
were appointed temporarily, and those in administrative colleges and various 
social organizations, as well as in the Fatoikiai, did the same.55 

Previous benefactions were not only assets for those who aspired to certain 
posts in the city but sometimes a necessary requirement for obtaining the desired 
office. Inscriptions from the province of Asia refer to ambitious candidates who 
performed an office or some public activity just in order to acquire a prestigious 
position, particularly the generalship. For the generalship in Miletus, Cl. Damas 
assumed the propheteia for free. | Claudius?] Terentius Longinus, from Laodicea 
by the Lycus, performed embassies twice to Lucius Caesar in Pannonia for free 
and to Emperor Hadrian at Rome in return for the generalship.5 Other types of 
benefactions were performed to secure offices, including donating money.” 


52. Gymnasiarchs: Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 265-266. 

53. CIG II 2778.6-11 (Aphrodisias, late 1st cent. A.D.?) with Reynolds, “New Evidence for 
the Imperial Cult,” 320-321; I..Stratonikeia 10.12—14 (Panamara, c. A.D. 200); TAM II 581.2-5 (Tlos, 
2nd cent. A.D.). 

54. Î.Didyma 152.8—11 (early 2nd cent. A.D.), see also 27ga.10-—16 (early 2nd cent. A.D.); CIG II 
2880.9-13 (Miletus, imperial period); 7..Se/ge 20a.1—4 (c.2nd quarter of 3rd cent. A.D.); /.Stratonikeia 
1025.11—13 (c. reign of Antoninus Pius); 7. //ion 152 (early imperial period?). See also 7. Kibyra 41.6— 
8 (c. mid-ast cent. A.D.); Dagron and Feissel, Inscriptions de Cilicie, 88-89, no. 44.2—3 (Adana, 1st— 
2nd cent. A.D.); FAM III 17 (Termessus, c. A.D. 212), and Robert, G/adiateurs, 98. Such benefactions 
could be converted into monetary payments at the request of the city and with the emperor's consent: 
Joyce M. Reynolds, “New Letters from Hadrian to Aphrodisias: Trials, 'Taxes, Gladiators and an 
Aqueduct,” 7RA 13 (2000): 9, ll.36-37 (A.D. 125). 

55. "Temporary officials: 7. Ephesos INI 712b.11—14 (A.D. 117-138), VL 2034 (A.D. 85); Î.Didyma 
385.1 (undated). Colleges and other organizations: /. Ephesos VI 2064.47 (c.2nd cent. A.D.); Î. Nikaia 
61.3-6 (the gerousia of Nicaea, 3rd cent. A.D.); Î. Ăyme 40.45 (c. A.D. 213). Katoikiai: IGR IV 1662.7— 
1o with Robert, OMS, 1:621 (n.6)-622 (karoikia 'Tyris in Lydia, A.D. 175), who referred to Keil and 
von Premerstein, Bericht, 86-88. 

56. Î.Didyma 237.1l.1-—5 (mid-1st cent. A.D.); see also (?) J.Didyma 152.46 (early 2nd cent. 
A.D.), 248.5-8 (Didyma? 1st cent. A.D.); MAMA VI 3.47 (A.D. 136-137) = Î. Laodikeia am Lykos | 
65 (after A.D. 137); I.Stratonikeia 689.1-2 (Lagina, Roman period). 

37. BE 10972, no. 430, L.6 (Caunus, 2nd cent. A.D.); Vanseveren, “Inscriptions,” 335, no. 9.4 
7 (Chios, imperial period), Mouseion 2 (1875-1876), 36, no. 149 (Chios, A.D. 39-50); L. Robert and 
]. Robert, Carie, 2:317-318, no. 168.15—19 (Sebastopolis, A.D. 116-117), with L. Robert, Etudes 
anatoliennes, 339—340; ..Side IL 102.5—7 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.);, Robert, OMS, 5:234-235 (Thrace). 
In komai: Pleket, “Nine Greek Inscriptions,” 79, nos. 7.4-6 (Kireli, A.D. 213-214), 8.3—4 (c. mid- 
3rd cent. A.D.). 
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Various building projects were also undertaken to secure city offices.5% Sacral 
offices could be obtained by providing games or feasts. For example, a father 
and daughter, whose names did not survive in an inscription from Miletus, 
gave feasts to two colleges in order to secure for themselves the propheteia and 
hydrophoria respectively. 

For the same reason, many candidates made promises to perform for free 
the offices of the stephanephoros, the gymnasiarch, the prytanis, and probably 
several other.% Some of these promises were made by people who already had 
freedom from /e;tourgiai, as was the case with the generalship in Smyrna and 
religious offices in Stratonicea and elsewhere.€! Other benefactors promised 
to hold offices on administrative levels lower than that of the entire city, such 
as those established for the time of the assize when expenses were particularly 
heavy or in a Fatoikia.5 Non-archontes, including doctors, ambassadors, ad- 
vocates, secretaries, and some other functionaries, made similar promises.65 
Hadrian urged the Ephesian gerousia to reimburse its ambassador Cascellius 
Ponticus for his expenses only if he had not promised to perform the embassy 
for free. Cascellius was entitled to a travel allowance but probably preferred to 
decline it in order to increase his chances of being elected to this prestigious 


58. I.Laodikeia am Lykos | 65.1-3 (after A.D. 137), 70.24 (c. late 2nd cent. A.D.), TAM V 
693.58 (lulia Gordus, reign of Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus); /.Sestos 55.3—5 (Roman pe- 
riod); I.Iasos 231 (reign ot Commodus); /. Klaudiu polis 61.3—4 (Roman period); BE 1967, no. 580 
(Hierapolis, imperial period); and (2) Milet 1 9, 330 (ast cent. A.D.); Heberdey and Kalinka, Berichr, 
51, no. 70 (Oenoanda, Roman period), AS 12 (1962): 212, no. 36 (Cilicia). 

59. Î.Didyma 84.5—10 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.), 140.1-5 (€. A.D. 100); Milet I 9, 330.5, 
b.4 (late ard cent. A.D.); 1. Ephesos III 618.79 (c. A.D. 140); BE 1971, no. 441 (Istros, imperial pe- 
riod). This family in 7. Didyma 322.6-8 (early imperial period). Games: J.Side Il 129.3—10 (2nd or 
3rd cent. A.D.). 

60. Stephanephoros: I.Stratonikeia 253.2-—6 (Panamara, imperial period); I.Jasos 248.11-15 
(reign of Hadrian). Gymnasiarch: .Srratonikeia 218.2-8 (Panamara, imperial period), 1325a (im- 
perial period); BE 1948, no. 229, p. 201 (Attalea in Pamphylia, late 1st-carly 2nd cent. A.D.). Prytanis: 
1. Ephesos Ul 859.46 (reign of Augustus); J.Stratonikeia 16.12-—14 (Panamara, Cc. A.D. 200). See also 
I.Didyma 268.1—3 (late 1st cent. A.D.), 270.1—4 (2nd cent. A.D.), 372.12 (3rd cent. A.D.); I. Prusias 
ad Hypium 20.9—11 (3rd cent. A.D.); 1..Selge 17.8-9 (reign of the Severi). See esp. Robert, G/adiateurs, 
193-194, and Robert, OMS, 5:126-128; Peter Garnsey, “ Taxatio and pollicitatio in Roman Africa,” 
IRS 01 (1971): 116-120. 

Gr. 1.Smyrna 602.5-7 (A.D. 198-209); I..Stratonikeia 10.12—14, 106.1—2, 253.2—6, 274.1, 202.1— 
3, 203.5—9, 206a.2—4 (all from Panamara, imperial period), 668.1 (Lagina, imperial period), TAM 
III 16 (Termessus, A.D. 161-169); I.Anazarbos 21.6-9 (A.D. 92-93). 

62. E.g., MAMA VI 180.11.6-7 (Apamea in Phrygia, c. A.D. 160); IGR IV 1665.10—11 (katoikia 
Tyris in Lydia, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.). 

63. Doctors: /.Ephesos INI 719.12—17 (A.D. 102-114), IV 1386.2—4 (1st cent. A.D.2). Ambassa- 
dors: 7.Assos 26.25 (reign of Tiberius); I. Ephesos V 1486 (= Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 71).13— 
15 (A.D. 120); advocates: /.Nikaia 702.4-6 (imperial period); secretaries: [.Nifaia 702.4-6: TOv 
EKSLKOv kai ypauuaTeva kaTă erayyeAiav (imperial period). The editor Sencer Şahin was 
inclined, however, to connect kaTă errayyehlav with the words "'Erra€[i ]ovos MBovlplyoo which 
follow immediately in the text. See also J.Stratonikeia 16.12-14 (Panamara, c. A.D. 200), 678.9, 
683.4—5 (Lagina, imperial period). 
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embassy, as can be gathered from other similar cases.0* It was under Hadrian 
that the promises of performing an embassy free for the city started to be re- 
flected în emperors' replies as an established formula.65 Private individuals also 
continued to make such promises, and in some cases their donations could be 
channeled to finance various city offices.66 Promises of city officials or candi- 
dates to city offices thus made up only a part ofall the promises made in Asian 
cities, in the same way as their benefactions constituted only a fraction of all 
known acts of local generosity.% "The practice of making and fulfilling prom- 
ises, which developed in the preprovincial period, became in Roman times as 
important a part of the public life of any ambitious local notable as holding 
offices and rendering various services to the city.68 

Candidates and officeholders alike also promised to undertake various 
building projects. "The esrenarches Ti. Claudius Severos dedicated a statue to 
his native city of Caesarea at his own expense and in accordance with an ear- 
lier promise. "The general Artemidoros, son of Dionysos, from Aphrodisias, 
dedicated a marble statue of Eros to his native city, as he had promised in the 
time of his generalship. When he became the secretary of the people in Ephesus, 
T. Flavius Menander built at his own expense, as he had promised, a water 
tank for his native city. The stephanephoro: in Furomus and Ceramus also made 
similar promises. Sacral offices could be gained in this way too0.% In neighbor- 
ing Pamphylia, Arete, daughter of Demetrios, the priestess of Demeter in 
Perge, promised to dedicate to Domitian a building project that she had per- 
sonally financed in a local village using her own means. Aurelius Seleucos, a 
priest from Anazarbus in Cilicia, dedicated an altar to his city in accordance 
with an earlier promise.” Money donations, promised in order to secure a city 
office, have been documented in such cities as Ephesus and Selge. Some of 


64. I.Ephesos V 1486 (= Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 71).13—15 (A.D. 120); 5y/1.5 837 (= 
Oliver, Greek Constitutions, n0.'79).17-18 (Stratonicea Hadrianopolis, A.D. 127). For ois 7 eb6ăov 
509nTw ei pu mpotka vmelolxnvrar, see Oliver, Greek Constitutions, 10-11. 

65. W. Williams, “Antoninus Pius and the Control of Provincial Embassies,” Historia 16 
(1967): 472 n.16. 

66. 1.Smyrna 696 (A.D. 26-123), 697 (soon after A.D. 124); CIG II 3414 and p. 1126 (Phocaca, 
imperial period); 7.My/asa 101.25-28 (Hellenistic period); 7. Ephesos la 27b.311—315 (A.D. 104). See 
also TAM II 168.15—20 (Hippocome, 1st cent. B.C.), 420.8—10 (Patara, early imperial period), JGR 
III 422: a promise of donation of a plot of land (Termessus, imperial period). Financing city of- 
fices: Robert, He//enica, 9:8, 1.8—12 (Sardis, reign of Augustus). 

67. See also Quass, Fonoratiorenschicht, 331. 

68. I.Arykanda 162.5-6 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.2); MAMA VIII 473.5-8 (Aphrodisias, Roman 
period). See also Worrle, Stadt und Fest, 22-27. For the preprovincial period, see Quass, Fonoratio- 
renschicht, 279. 

69. Marek, Stadt, 188-189, no. 3.8—12 (Caesarea, A.D. 138-161); VLAMA VIII 448.11-16 
(Aphrodisias, 2nd cent. A.D.); 7.Ephesos IL 435.3 (A.D. 209-212); LW 313 (Euromus, Roman pe- 
riod); I.Keramos 14.23-25 (c. mid-1st cent. A.D.). Sacral offices: J.Ephesos IV 1139.5—10 (imperial 
period), TAM III 16 (Termessus, A.D. 161-169). 

70. I.Perge 1 65.3-6 (reign of Domitian or soon afterward), I.Anazarbos 9 (c.3rd cent. A.D.). 


I5I 


CITIES OF THE PROVINCE OF ASIA 


these donations took the form of establishing a special fund in the city that 
would help finance city offices, as documented for the gymnasiarchia in Tlos, 
in a province neighboring Asia.7! 

“The promises made for the purpose of obtaining a city post became le- 
gally enforceable under 'Trajan, reflecting both the widespread practice of 
making promises and the frequency of reneging on them. "Those who deliv- 
ered what they had promised received honors. Those who failed to deliver were 
pressed into doing so. For example, the Samians honored Zosime, daughter 
of Dion[ysos], for fulfilling the promise, either her own or that of her relatives, 
to provide money for the supply of grain. Dio 1s known to have threatened 
proconsular intervention if the money promised by some of the Prusians for 
the building of his portico was not delivered.72 "The regulation of Trajan thus 
institutionalized an already existing local custom, as often happened in the 
dealings of the Romans with native populations. 

Benefactions by Asian city officials and candidates have been regarded as 
equivalents of the Roman summa honoraria, also known as the summa legitima, 
which has been documented throughout the empire."5 This payment is thought 
to have spread in the eastern part of the empire as well and become “virtually 
universal in municipia and coloniae in the first century A.D.”7*'The Latin phrase 
summa honoraria has been used to interpret such Greek expressions as “only 
because of his love of honor” (ep: mia philotimia), “for (hyper or anti) office,” 
and others.” "These benefactions are therefore considered a result of Roman 


7I. I.Ephesos IL 622.9—17 (c. A.D. 160); 1.Selge 17.8—9 (reign of the Severi); SEG 27, 938.2— 
7 (Tlos, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.); AM 35 (1910): 404, no. 1b.14-16 (Pergamum, Roman period?); 
Î.Priene 113.37—39 (after 84 B.C.), 123.4-—6 (1st cent. B.C.), Sardis VIL.1, no. 56.0—3 (A.D. 125-150). 

72. Pompon., Dig. 50.12.14. Such honors: Sardis VIL.1, no. 56.0—3 (A.D. 125-150); IG XIL.6, 
16.11—14 (Samos, A.D. 23—242); Dio Or. 47.19; Garnsey, “Aspects,” 12-13. Cf. Plin. Ep. 10.39: some 
earlier promises could not be fulfilled because of delays with building projects. 

73. CIL III 9767, 9768 (Aequum in Dalmatia, imperial period); VIII 958 (Africa, 2nd-3rd 
cent. A.D.2), 4577, 4579 (2nd cent. A.D.), 4583 (reign of the Severi), 5298 (Calama, Numidia 
proconsularis, 2nd cent. A.D.?); X 1074d.4-9 (Pompeii, late 1st cent. B.C.), 7954 (Sardinia, 1st cent. 
A.D.). Liebenam, Stădrevermaltung, 57-65. 


” 12; Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 334; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 223; 


74. Garnsey, “Aspects, 
Claude Briand-Ponsart, “Summa honoraria et ressources des cites d'Afrique,” in J/ Capitolo delle 
entrate nelle finanze munipali in Occidente e in Oriente: Actes de la X* Rencontre franco-italienne sur 
L'epigraphie du monde romain, Rome, 27-29 mai 1996 (Rome: Ecole frangaise de Rome; Universită 
di Roma; La Sapienza, 1999), 217-234, who adduced (225) evidence from the Greek east to show 
“ce contexte de gencralisation” in the spread of this practice under the Romans; Rife, “Officials,” 
96-97. , 

75. Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 259-260; Liebenam, Stădteverwaltung, 54-65; Rostovtzeff, So- 
cial and Economic History, 148, 590 n.32; Bean, Inscriptions of Side, 24, L. Robert and ]. Robert, 
Carie, 2:174, no. 67.9—13 (Heraclea Salbake, 1st cent. A.D.), with their commentary on p. 175; 
]. Robert and L. Robert, BE 1967, no. 580, and 1972, no. 430, p. 465; Robert, OMS, 1:621(n.6)- 
622 and 2:903-904; Quass, Fonoratiorenschicht, 328-329. Quass also considered as summa honoraria 
such activities as holding an office in order to get access to another one or benefactions performed 
during the officeholding. However, none of these activities was institutionalized in Greek cities. 
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influence on Asian city administration.76 However, both identifying such do- 
nations with the sz/mma honoraria and ascribing them to Roman influence can 
be contested. It is true that the evidence for payment of this or that sort for 
city offices surfaces only under the Romans and can in a sense be regarded as 
alien to traditional Greek administrative principles, but the practice of per- 
forming offices as one of the forms of beneficiary activity (1.€., for free with 
donations, contributions, and other benefactions) developed in Asian cities 
prior to the Romans. "The summa honoraria was seldom legitimized in Roman 
cities and instead represented an important “ancestral custom” which had a 
binding effect similar to that ofa law.75 A document from Roman Spain, the 
lex coloniae Genetivae luliae, known also as the lex Ursonensis, demonstrates that 
public funds covered some part of official expenditures in cities under the 
Roman mode of administration. And, similar to what we see in the Greek east, 
the summa honoraria of city officials in western provinces also could adopt dif- 
ferent forms.” However, each city official in the west was required to provide 
a fixed sum of money from his own means. "his contribution was institution- 
alized as a constant source of city finance, so that holding any office required 
a certain fixed amount of money.% 

Needless to say, the Greeks never developed their own similar concept to 
designate such a practice, because it did not have a universal character in Greek 
cities and was not institutionalized. Neither before nor under the Romans did 
Greek cities have any regulations about the kind and scope of benefactions that 
had to be promised and then delivered to receive a desired office. Greek officials 
donated statues, fountains, entertainments, buildings, or simply money of vary- 
ing amounts.5! In spite of some similarity between practices în the east and those 
in the west, contributions by city officials în Asia, as some have already observed, 


76. Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 260, with the only reference to Plin. Ep. 10.112 that concerns the 
affairs of another province. See also L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:175; Macro, “Cities,” 677; 
Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 328-334; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 223-225, 2608, 270. 

77. Sartre, Asie Mineure, 223. 

78. Langhammer, „Stel/lung, 106. Cf. Macro, “Cities,” 677. 

79. Crawford et al., Roman Statutes, no. 25, p. 403 (> FIRA DP 21 = ILS 6087), LXX-LXXI 
(c.45 B.C.). See CIL III 9767 (Aequum in Dalmatia, imperial period), VIII 5298 (Calama, Numidia 
proconsularis, 2nd cent. A.D.?). 

80. CIL III 12042 = JLS 7210 = IC L.viii (Cnossus), no. 51 (with Mommsen's commentary 
ad hoc); X 829 (= JLS 5706).5—7 (early 1st cent. B.C.). See Werner Eck, “Der Euergetismus im 
Funktionszusammenhang der Kaiserzeitlichen Stădte,” in Christol and Masson, Actes du X* Congres 
international d'epigraphie, 308-309; Cebeillac-Gervasoni, Magistrats, 49-50 on census as a neces- 
sary feature of election to local magistracies in late Republican Italy. 

81. Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 330-331. 

82. Cf. Cebeillac-Gervasoni, Magistrats, 99-133, who stressed that the euergetism of local 
officials in late Republican Italy often went beyond merely paying the summa Honoraria and could 
adopt different forms. 
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were not the usual Roman summa honoraria. Such contributions, therefore, nei- 
ther developed nor were transformed under Roman influence.55 

Greek city councils did establish fixed sums of money for entrance fees, 
which were mentioned in the letter of Hadrian to Ephesus, in a decree refer- 
ring to Aur. Eutyches Mercurianus from Galatia, in one of the speeches of Dio 
Chrysostom, and in various documents from other Greek-speaking provinces. 
"The gerousiai also started to require entrance fees.5 But, in the imperial pe- 
riod, the word “councilor” served as a mark of social distinction and could be 
given out as an honor rather than as an official designation.8 Inscriptions from 
Asia and neighboring provinces distinguish the councilors and members of their 
families from the rest of the city population, so that this whole group repre- 
sented a separate social class.5 From the second century, imperial legislation 
referred to the special legal position of the councilors and the members of their 
families, whereas gerousiai became social clubs.5 "The entrance fee for the coun- 
cil and gerousia would be self-evident for such semi-closed social organizations, 
and does not serve as valid proof that entrance to city offices in Asia also re- 
quired a fee. 

One of the letters of Pliny the Younger, then governor of Bithynia, to Trajan 
mentions the entrance fees to local city councils in that province, and it is worth 
quoting a part of this letter here: “Bithynia and Pontus, Sir, are subject to the 
code of law drawn up by Pompey, which makes no provision for payment of 


83. Isidore Levy, “Honoraria summa,” in Dictionnaire des antiquites grecques et romaines, ed. 
Charles V. Daremberg, Edmond Saglio, and Edmond Pottier (Paris: Hachette, 1899), 3(1):237; Levy, 
“Etudes” (1899), 259; Chapot, Province, 232; Quass, FHonoratiorenschicht, 328-334. Cf. L. A. Curchin, 
The Local Magistrates of Roman Spain (Toronto: University of "Toronto Press, 1990), 107-112: 
munera and benefactions of city officials in the west were distinguished from the summa honoraria, 
which they were required to pay. 

84. Syll.5 838 (= I.Ephesos V 1487 = Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 82).11-—14 (Hadrian to 
Ephesus, A.D. 128-129); Mitchell, Ankara District, 151-153, no. 181.49 (from near Ancyra, A.D. 
145); Dio Or. 48.11. See also Robert, OMS, 2:899 (Syria), with his commentary and other examples 
on pp. 902-904. Gerousiai: Sartre, Asie Mineure, 223-225, 208, 270. 

85. Councilors in more than one city at once: Rouechc, Performers, 231, no. Q1i.a.50-51 (A.D. 
161-169); I.Didyma 310.6—9 (late zrd cent. A.D.?); 1. Ephesos la 27.17 (the foundation of C. Vibius 
Salutaris, A.D. 104), V 1487 (= Sy11.5 838 = Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 82).11—14 (Hadrian to 
Ephesus, A.D. 128-129), 1015.19 (2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); Î. Tral//eis | 110 (imperial period), SEG 43, 
731.24 (Tralles, after A.D. 177). 

86. Councilors: Drew-Bear, Nouwvel/les inscriptions, 96, no. 33.1 (Eumenea, imperial period); 
TAM II 301.47 (Xanthus, late 2nd cent. A.D.), IV 3 (Nicomedia, imperial period). Members of 
their families: MAMA VI 119 (> L. and ]. Robert, La Carie, 2:173, no. 66).13—16 (Heraclea Salbake, 
late 1st cent. A.D.); Mitchell, Ankara District, 163—165, no. 195.1-3, 8-9 (from near Ancyra, A.D. 
126). See MAMA 1 284.2 (Laodicea Combusta, Roman period); cf. the bou/eutikon tagma in lotape: 
Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1962 and 1963, 25, nos. 2ga and 29b; Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1964 
1968, 150-151, no. 152.45 with n. 6 (imperial period). 

87. Johannes A. van Rossum, “De gerousia in de Griekse steden van het Romeinse Rijk” (diss., 
Haarlem, 1988), 240. See also Sartre, Asie Mineure, 223-224. Gerousiastai in more than one city: 
1. Tralleis | 110 (imperial period). 
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entrance fees by those elected to the local senate by the censors; but in certain 
cities, where persons in excess of the legal number have been nominated by 
your special permission, they have been paying fees of one or two thousand 
denarii.” Pliny then proposed, obviously for fiscal reasons, to introduce obliga- 
tory payment not only for those who were admitted to city councils “in excess 
of the legal number” but, it seems, for all city councilors. Trajan responded 
by stressing that he found it impossible to establish a common rule for every- 
body and advised, as the best course for Pliny, to keep to the law of each city. 
Nothing here suggests that “regular” councilors paid any entrance fee, as some 
commentators tend to forget.5 Another letter of Pliny refers to the fee paid 
by the “added councilors” in Claudiopolis, who were also admitted by the grace 
of the emperor; this fee helped finance the building of a public bath in that 
city.8 Dio, who obtained Trajan's permission to increase the council of Prusa 
by one hundred members, boasted later that he made his fatherland “more 
valuable by providing financial capital, as it were, from the fees of the council- 
ors.”% Antoninus Pius allowed a city in Upper Macedonia to increase the 
number of its city councilors to eighty. Fach new councilor was to contribute 
five hundred Attic drachms, so that, in the words of the emperor, “there may 
come to you prestige from the importance of your council and an income from 
the sums which they will contribute.””! "The fees thus came from new (î.e., 
supernumerary) councilors, and there is no indication that original councilors 
paid them. 

Another interesting detail in Pliny's letter to 'Trajan 1s that the provision 
for an entrance fee was not foreseen by Pompey, seemingly because it was not 
in use in the Republican period. Municipal charters of the late Republic and 
early Empire make no reference to the Ponorartum decurionatus, which emerged 
because of a change in the status of the councilors only during the reigns of 
Iulius Caesar and Augustus, when membership in the senatorial ordo was al- 
lotted to senators and agnatic descendants to the third generation. From that 


88. Plin. Ep. 10.112.1-3, 113. E.g., George P. Goold, review of C. Plini Caecili Secundi 
Epistularum Libri Decem, cd. R. A. B. Myrons (Oxford and Toronto: Oxford UP, 1963), Phoenix 18 
(1964), 327; Veyne, Le pain, 282; cf. Greg Woolf, “Becoming Roman, Staying Greek,” PCPS 40 
(1995): 123; Burton, “Roman Imperial State,” 265 (with n. 66); Stephan, Flonoratioren, 69 (with n. 
150). 'Lhis letter of Pliny might cast light upon the problem of why Hadrian had to pay the fee for 
his protege to the Ephesian city council; see ,$y//.3 838 (= 7.Ephesos V 1487 > Oliver, Greek Consti- 
tutions, no. 82).11—14 (A.D. 128-129): the man was to be elected “in excess of the legal number.” 
His promotion to the city council was one such “special permission” of the emperor; see Pliny Ep. 
10.112.1. 

89. Plin. Ep. 10.39.5. Antony Spawforth (Cartledge and Spawforth, He//enistic and Roman 
Sparta, 159) dated the appearance of supernumerary councilors in Sparta to c. A.D. 200. 

90. Dio Or. 40.15, 45.7, 48.11. This distinction remained unnoticed by Swain, He//enism and 
Empire, 228 (n.157). For the date of Dio's embassy to 'Trajan, see Salmeri, “Dio, Rome, and the 
Civic Life of Asia Minor,” 608 n.78. 

gr. Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 156 = IGBulg. IV 2263 (A.D. 158). 
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time on, only the senators and their sons were encouraged and later allowed to 
wear the /atus clavus.%2 "The earliest evidence for this fee from Bithynia—which, 
in contrast to Asia, was directly reorganized by the Romans—only stems from 
the time of 'Trajan, as the letters of Pliny demonstrate; the earliest evidence 
from Asia also dates to the second century.% "This development in the Greek 
east therefore merely reflected the mounting exclusiveness of the upper part 
of society of the empire. But the same evidence demonstrates that Greek city 
councils were quite different from those in the west. There is no evidence from 
Asia or Bithynia to suggest that everyone was required to pay a fee upon en- 
tering the city council. Characteristically, Pliny refers to a Greek city council 
as a boule, thus marking its distinction from a Roman curia. 'Fhroughout the 
provincial period Roman officials continued to regard Greek cities as “the whole 
collective community” and addressed their letters to city officials, council, and 
people.” No legal distinctions for city councilors were ever sanctioned by Asian 
cities. 

“The payment of both the summa honoraria and the honorarium decurionatus 
always reflected the social status of the one who paid. But the way in which 
these fees were paid was different in Asia, where such payments were required 
from, and made by, those who could afford them and thus depended not on 
the character of the office but on the financial status of officeholders, Just as 
they did in the preprovincial period.” "Those who paid held their offices as 
prestigious /eitourgiai. "The absence of the universal summa honoraria allowed 
Asian cities both to put pressure on the wealthy when the latter wanted to 
distinguish themselves by holding socially elevated offices or by performing 
certain honorific activities, such as important embassies, and, at the same time, 
to allow access to city administration for those who could not afford to hold 
positions on their own. The latter are not as noticeable as those who offered 
formidable benefactions to their communities and received honorific decrees, 
statues, and other marks of distinction in return. But the existence of this layer 
ofcity officials, which was larger than the one comprised of the wealthy, should 
be neither denied nor neglected. 


92. Mommsen, Staatsrecht, 3:466-468, 472-473 with reference to Paul Dig. 23.2.44.pr.; Peter 
Garnsey, “Honorarium decurionatus,” Historia 20 (1971), 311-313; Talbert, Senate, 11, 39-47; Bar- 
bara M. Levick, “A Note on the Latus Clavus,” Arhenaeum 79 (1991): 239-244, €sp. 242-243. 

93. Syll.% 838 (= 1.Ephesos V 1487 = Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 82).11-—14 (Hadrian to 
Ephesus, A.D. 128-129); cf. Dio Or. 48.11: drd Tov Bovicurikov, which Dio used for his building 
project. 

94. Plin. Ep. 1o.112.1. See Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:204; Millar, “Greek City,” 246-247. 

95. A similar approach has been suggested for the western part of the empire; see Langhammer, 
Stelhing, 106. However, inscriptions from the west show that the size of the summa honoraria was 
predetermined and represented an established “ancestral custom.” Additionally, Greek inscriptions 
rarely mention monetary donations by new officials, and when they do, these were usually contribu- 
tions with the purpose of procuring revenues for themselves and future officials. 
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“This situation produced a certain equilibrium of the interests of different 
social groups. On the one hand, the introduction of the summa honoraria would 
radically change the social status of city officials in Asia, not to mention the 
principles on which Greek city administration continued to be based (if only 
in theory, as some believe). Additionally, the appearance of the summa hono- 
raria and the honorarium decurionatus was new to the Romans themselves, thus 
reflecting general changes in local administration throughout the empire as a 
whole.% On the other hand, judging from what Pliny says, the honorarium 
decurionatus was paid by those who were elected “in excess of the legal num- 
ber,” thatis, by those who could afford it financially.” For this reason, although 
the social quality of city officialdom in the east differed from that in the west, 
the social background of city councilors was more similar in both halves of the 
empire.% "The evidence for the financial status of city officials in Asia reveals 
both the survival of the reimbursement of city officials and a considerable in- 
crease in their beneficiary activity. The two developments, with their roots in 
preprovincial times, became better documented under the Romans. The gen- 
erosity of the officials, including their promises, made up only a fragment of 
all the beneficiary activities in Asian cities. Their benefactions were essentially 
the same as those offered by private individuals. In this situation, holding a 
city office itself was turning into a form of benefaction, like offering a contri- 
bution or donation or providing a feast or entertainment.” 


Social Status 


“The evidence for the Jokimasia of city officials in preprovincial Asia and in vari- 
ous Roman provinces suggests that at least some city officials in the province of 
Asia also had to pass a Jokimasta before being admitted to office. "his practice is 
illustrated in one of the Pergamene inscriptions and in a letter of Hadrian to 
Fphesus.1% "he “scrutiny” which seems to have customarily awaited the can- 


96. Cf. Sartre, Asie Mineure, 223. 

97. Unless it was waived, which was an exceptional honor; see Mitchell, Ankara District, 151— 
153, no. 181.49 (from near Ancyra, A.D. 145); cf. similar cases in the west: C/L II 5232 (Collippo in 
Spain, reign of Lucius Verus), XIV 362-363 (Ostia, imperial period). See also Petr. Sar. 57: sevir 
gratis factus sum; and Liebenam, Stădtevermaltung, 56-57 with further examples. 

98. Pace, e.g., Jones, Greek City, 183, and Veyne, Le pain, 280, who thought that the same 
obligation was extracted from city officials and councilors in a similar way throughout the empire. 

99. Cf. Veyne, Le pain, 282. It has been debated if this was so in the Hellenistic period, but 
evidence from Roman Asia demonstrates that various public activities, including officeholding, 
represented only different forms of beneficiary activity. 

100. /.Pergamon Il 278a.6—7: —] roumov eros aplx— l'aplmiaiov unvos 5okltua—] (A.D. 
442) with Frănkel's commentary ad hoc on p. 215: “war ohne Zweifel gesagt, dass die Dokimasie 
der fir das năchste Jahr bestellten Beamten im Monat Gorpiăos stattzufinden habe”; 5/1.5 838 (= 
1.Ephesos V 1487 > Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no. 82).11—14 (Hadrian to Ephesus, A.D. 128-129). 
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didates for city office in Prusa, according to the words of Dio, could have been 
one of the local forms of such an examination.!! However, it is not clear if 
everywhere the Jokimasia concerned the amount of the candidate's wealth. 
From the second century, some city offices required candidates to possess a 
certain social status. "The agonorhetes of the new quadrennial celebration in 
Oenoanda had to elect the panegyriarchoi of this festival only from the mem- 
bers of the city council. Inscriptions from Lycia refer to the ouleurti kai archai, 
which designated the offices open only to the councilors and probably mem- 
bers of their families.!% Finally, some city offices required a minimal age, as 
we know from inscriptions that mention the sale of a priesthood.1%5 

“Those who did not have political rights in the city could occupy some 
city offices. As in the preprovincial period, gods could hold office, often for 
several years in a row, when no other candidate was available. Among oth- 
ers, Apollo held the eponymous stephanephoria in Stratonicea, and Artemis 
was the gymnasiarch in Ephesus.!0 Various dignitaries and emperors per- 
formed the same function in many Greek cities. The king Roemetalcus held 
the eponymous stephanephoria in Chios, thus following the tradition of Hel- 
lenistic monarchs. Mark Antony was the gymnasiarch in Athens, Alexandria, 
and 'Tarsus. Augustus held the srephanephoria in Miletus at least two times.1% 
“There is more evidence for Roman emperors holding office in Greek cities 
than there is for Hellenistic monarchs. Wives of Roman notables also could 
occupy offices in Greek cities, as did, for example, either the elder or the 
younger Agrippina, who held the gymnasiarchia în Mytilene.!% Roman pro- 
vincial officials, such as Gaius Antius Aulus Iulius Quadratus in Pergamum, 
were officeholders too. "The designation “eternal” (41onos) imples that he 
gave a large sum of money to support this office and did not necessarily have 


101. Dio Or. 49.15: €riorauaL Yăp OTL OV dv e5endnv eterăoews, GE WOTTEp TpOTepov 
ev 10 bavepd 1răvres embioaobe, Om6re ue wrmevoțoare Bovheodai 70 avură kai vov dv 
emowmoare. "These words have been interpreted, however, as meaning that the council dispensed 
with the usual scrutiny when electing someone to the office unanimously; see Lamar Crosby (LCZ, 
ad hoc); Jones, Dio, 98; Kleijwegt, “Voluntary,” 64. 

102. Worrle, Stadt und Fest, 10 (= SEG 38, 1462), 1.59 (Oenoanda, A.D. 125 or 126) and 
pp. 134-135; LAM II 3o1.1-7 (Xanthus, late 2nd cent. A.D.), Petersen and von Luschan, Reisen în 
Lykien, 38, no. 69.3—8 (Myra, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). 

103. PH, no. 27.8-10: ten years (Cos, female priesthood of Dionysos Thyllophoros, Roman 
period?); see also no. 30.13-15 (Roman period?), BCH 4 (1880): 441, no. 23.6-7 (Lesbos, imperial 
period?). 

104. Î.Stratonikeia 15.1 (Panamara, imperial period), 7. Ephesos IV 1143 (ast-2nd cent. A.D.), 
V 1500.13—15 (A.D. 115-116). Deities occupying eponymous offices: Robert, He//enica, 2:53—58; 
Robert. K. Sherk, “The Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, V: The Register,” ZPE 96 (1993), 
283-285. 

105. Mouseion 2 (1875-1876), 36, no. 149 (Chios, A.D. 39-50). Antony: Plut. Ant. 33.7; D.C. 
50.5.1; Strabo 14.5.14, p. C 674. See 1.Didyma 346.6-7 (7-6 B.C.). 

106. Robert, FErudes Epigraphiques et philologiques, 144-130; Sherk, “Eponymous Officials 
of Greek Cities, V,” 285-287. Agrippina: JG XII.2, 208, with Robert, OMS, 2:810-814. 
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to busy himself with its everyday duties. Nonetheless, he was styled as the 
gymnasiarch in the inscription. People with Roman names are documented 
as holding offices in Tenos and elsewhere in the Greek world.!% Money and 
prestige were the two most important considerations for appointing such 
officials. 105 

Greeks from other cities also could be invited to hold office. Some were 
approached because of their prominence, as happened to Aelius Aristides, who 
stubbornly declined to serve as an eirenarches in his native Hadrianoutherae and 
as a prytanis and a tax collector in Smyrna.!% Flavius Philostratus, the author of 
Lives of the Sophists, who seems to have come from Lemnos, probably held the 
costly and prestigious office of the hoplite general in Athens.!10 What Dio refers 
to as an “honor” that had been attained by some of the residents of Prusa in the 
neighboring city of Apamea has been interpreted as the office of the Juumurr, 
the most prestigious position în that city.!!! Others were offered city offices 
in anticipation of their benefactions. Labeo, from Laodicea, performed the 
2ymnasiarchia and the eponymous prytaneia in Cyme. Opramoas, a famous bene- 
factor from Rhodiapolis, occupied various financially burdensome offices in sev- 
eral Lycian cities; M. Aur. Obrimianus Conon, from Casae in Pamphylia, held 
several costly offices, such as the agonothesia, the gymnastarchia, and the epony- 
mous Jemiourgia in Side. "The position of women was similar. Cosconia Myrton 
held the eponymous stephanephoria in Smyrna three times at intervals and also 
occupied the eponymous prytaneia in Colophon.!!? 

“There is no direct evidence that children held offices in more than one 
city. But children and women obviously were only some of the officeholders 
who did not have political rights in Greek cities, and thus there are no grounds 
for distinguishing them as a separate group of city officials. However, contrary 
to officeholding by Romans and other foreigners, that of women and children 
provides us with particularly valuable insights into the administrative and so- 
cial developments of Asian cities in the Roman period. 


107. Î.Pergamon IL 440.17-—19 (the proconsulate of C. Antius Aulus Iulius Quadratus, early 
2nd cent. A.D.); IG XIL.5, 880.[.2, 881.2, 885.28-29, 886.55 (Lenos, 1st cent. B.C.). 'Touloumakos, 
“Der Finfluss Roms,” 154. 

108. Cf., e.g., D.C. 78.10.2: Caracalla often appointed a freedman or some other wealthy 
person to be agonothetes in order to make them spend money in this way as well. 

109. Aristid. Sacr. Tales 4.72-73, 88, 96 (Keil) with Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 36-40. 

110. John S. Traill, “Greek Inscriptions Honoring Prytaneis,” Hesperia 40 (1971): 324, with 
his restoration and commentary ad hoc; sec also ]. Robert and L.. Robert, BE 1972, no. 106. For 
Lemnos as Flavius Philostratus” place of origin, see Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 4. 

111. Dio Or. 40.22; Jones, Dio, 92. 

112. Î.Kyme 19.38—39, 58-59 (2 B.C.—A.D. 14); TAM II go5.1X.28-—30, 35-37 (Rhodiapolis, 
c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.); Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1964-1968, 44, no. 21 = I.Side |, T Ep 4 
(Side, reigns of Severus Alexander and Gordian) with Veligianni-Terzi, “Damiurgen,” 128-129. 
Cosconia: I.Smyrna 731.24-25 (A.D. 83) with Georg Petzl ad hoc and SEG 26, 1288.35 (early 2nd 
cent. A.D.). 
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Children 


Mortals are equal in having limits to their lives, 
Yet parents who have lost a child are set apart by their grief. 115 


Our evidence for children holding offices in the cities of Asia and neighbor- 
ing provinces is limited to the stephanephoria, eirenarchia and paraphylake, 
dekaproteia, gymnasiarchia, agonothesia, and the high priesthood as well as sev- 
eral other religious offices.!!+ Such expressions as “in childhood,” “still as a 
child,” and others were applied not only to officeholders but to benefactors in 
a general sense. Inscriptions from Greek cities of Asia are filled with references 
to those who “from an early age” (i.€., from childhood or youth) displayed their 
zeal for serving the fatherland.!!5 Honors to women contained similar refer- 
ences, as demonstrated by a decree for a Milesian woman whose name does 
not survive. 116 

Despite the fact that the number of offices held by children increased 
under the Romans, their officeholding existed solely in the general context of 
the benefactions of minors, similar to what we saw in the Hellenistic period. 
As with other benefactions, such officeholding meant, first of all, relieving the 
city of expenditures.!!7 Although in the Roman period officeholding by minors 
extended to several more city offices, none of these offices were administra- 
tively important positions. "The officeholding of minors thus followed a pre- 


113. TAM III 440 (= SEG 6, 638).13—14 (Lermessus, imperial period). 

114. Stephanephoria: I.lasos 624 (Bargylia, late Hellenistic period). Firenarchia and para- 
phylake: BCH 7 (1883): 273, no. 15.1—18 (Nysa, 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.) = Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 
288 (A.D. 220). Dekapoteia: TAM 11 765.4 (Arneae, reign of Hadrian). Gymnasiarchia: Î.Stratonikeia 
667.1-9 (Lagina, imperial period), 1024.5—7 (imperial period). Agonothesia: TAM V 960.3-7 
(Thyatira, late 2nd cent. A.D.); see Robert, He//enica, 6:73 and 11-12:560 n.6. High priesthood: 
I.Stratonikeia 239.6-9 (Panamara, 2nd cent. A.D.), 667.1-9 (Lagina, imperial period). Various reli- 
gious offices: CIG II 2770.5-6 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); PH, no. 27.8-10 (Cos, Roman pe- 
riod?); I.Stratonikeia 667.19 (Lagina, imperial period). See also Robert, Fe/enica, 11-12:560, ll.2—4 
(Traiana Augusta, imperial period); judging by references in the index to JGBu/g., this inscription 
should be /GBu/g. IIl.2, 1570, but another inscription has been published in its place. Cf. the de- 
cree of P. F. Persicus in 7. Ephesos la 17.53—56: the responsibilities of the h/ymnodoi were to be vested 
in the ephebes (c. A.D. 44). For “in childhood” (en paidi) and similar expressions used for benefac- 
tors and among them officeholders, see Robert, He//enica, 2:109-113 and 11-12:559—560; Quass, 
Honoratiorenschicht, 313 n. 1336. 

115. I.Erythrai 04.4—5 (grd cent. A.D.); Î.Mylasa 102.10-—12 (late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.), 
109.4-6 (the phyle of the Otorkondeis, c.76 B.C.), 135.10-11 (before 2nd cent. A.D.);, Mier | 1, 7a.10— 
12 (dated to 6-5 B.C. in Milet VI 1, p. 156); I. Didyma 84.17—18 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.), 179.3— 
7 (early rd cent. A.D.), 343.60 (c. A.D. 60-70); L.Magnesia 163.15—17 (c.1st cent. A.D.); JOAI 53 
(1984): 133—134 Înv. no. 4346 (= SEG 34, 1105).3—5 (Ephesus, imperial period), TAM V 983.23 
(Thyatira, late 2nd cent. A.D.); 7. Priene 102.45 (c.100 B.C.); IM 25 (1975), 351-352, ll.4—5 (Aezani, 
49-48 B.C.); SEG 38, 1462.8 (Oenoanda, A.D. 125 or 126). 

116. Î.Didyma 372.11—12 (3rd cent. A.D.). 

117. Quass, Fonoratiorenschichi, 338—341. 
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Roman trend in local city administration which allowed children to occupy 
financially burdensome positions, especially religious offices. 

Parents held priesthoods, prytaneiai, and gymnasiarchiai jointly with their 
children. Children and parents jointly occupied the secretaryship of a phyle in 
Nicomedia and the post of treasurers in the Didymean sanctuary.115 Parents also 
performed for their children the gymnastarchia, the prytaneia, the agonothesia, 
the sitomia, the agoranomia, and possibly some other offices.!!9 "There is no di- 
rect evidence for children holding the city agoranomia or tamieza in their own 
right: the expressions used in inscriptions could designate the holding of these 
offices by parents on behalf of their children. In this case, the actual performance 
of the office was dissociated from the honor pertaining to it, as this honor went 
to the children of loving parents. This reflected therefore not a relaxation of the 
age requirement but rather the separation of an office from its power, a trend 
which became prominent in that time as well, as we shall see. 

One of the inscriptions from Nysa offers direct information about how par- 
ents could have financially supported their children in office: “the council and 
the people and the gerousia and the neo: and the synodos honored M. Apollonios, 
son of Apollonios the son of Apollonios, who offered his son Apollonios for the 
secretaryship and gymnasiarchia and paraphylake and sitoma. Likewise he offered 
his other son Attalos for the secretaryship and errenarchia and gymnasiarchia and 
agoranomia and argyrotamia.” Similar evidence has survived in relation to priest- 
hoods, gymnasiarchiai, and prytaneiai.% 

Parents performed various other benefactions on behalf of their children 
or jointly with them. "Together with his children, M. Antonius Drosos from 
Ephesus made and dedicated a statue for his city. His compatriot, Dionysios, 


118. TAM V 828.2-9 (Attalea in Lydia, Roman period), 954.4-—5 (Thyatira, early 3rd cent. 
A.D.). Gymnasiarchia: I.Stratonikeia 1026.5—8 (imperial period), I.Jasos 122.34, 123.1-3 (Roman 
period); I.Keramos 26.10-—13 (reign of Antoninus Pius); SEG 47, 1573 (Cnidus, imperial period?). 
On a lower administrative level: Dorner, Inschri/len und Denkmăler, 60-61, no. 33.5-6 (Nicomedia, 
A.D. 122-123); Î.Didyma 406.1—5 (early imperial period). 

119. Gymnasiarchia: Ramsay, Cities, 461, no. 2905.8—11 (Apamea in Phrygia, imperial period); 
see also 335, no. 155 (Binda, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); /.Didyma 292.79 (late Hellenistic period). 
Prytaneia: TAM V 1197.1-4 (Apollonis, 2nd cent. A.D.). Agonothesia: I. Tralleis | 120.9—11 (impe- 
rial period). Sitonia and agoranomia: TAM V 947.710 (Thyatira, late 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.); Î. Prusias 
ad Hypium 20.7—9 (3rd cent. A.D.). Cf. TAM V 947.9—11 (Thyatira, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), though 
it is not certain if the two latter offices were performed by the honorand for his children or in his 
own right. See also ZAM II 838d (= IGR III 649).16-18: performing archai on behalf of children 
(Idebessus, 2nd cent. A.D.); SEG 41, 1360.10-—12: gymnasiarchia, 1361.1—4: prytaneia (Balboura, after 
A.D. 200); Robert, Fle/lenica, 11-12:560 n. 6. 

120. BCH 7 (1883): 273, no. 15 (= Levy, “Etudes” [1899], 288).1—18 (Nysa, 2nd-—3rd cent. 
A.D.) with the commentary by Johan H. M. Strubbe, “The Sitonia in the Cities of Asia Minor under 
the Principate (II),” EA 13 (1989): 104: “perhaps the father enabled his young son to hold the of- 
fice by paying all the expenses out of his own pocket”; AM V 1002.12-16 (Thyatira, 1st-2nd cent. 
A.D.?) with Joseph Keil's commentary ad hoc; Ramsay, Ciries, 461, no. 205.8—11 (Apamea in Phrygia, 
imperial period); 7. Ephesos III 650.18—20 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.). 
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son of Nikephoros, made his son the manager of the distribution of oil to his 
native city, which he personally financed. Diomedes, son of Diomedes, from 
Stratonicea, set up a thank-offering (c/aristerzon) with the help of his two sons. 
Former agonothetai Midias, son of Germanos, and Apollodotos, son of Diostrates, 
from Hadrianea, dedicated images of Zeus Pandemos on behalf of their chil- 
dren. With the help of his wife and children, 'T. Claudius Halys built, “at his 
own expense,” a temple and the baths for his city. Aristeas, a benefactor from 
Iasus, was honored for having distributed oil to the neo: and elderly on behalf 
of his deceased son. Marcus, son of Menandros, from Thyatira, distinguished 
himself by, among other things, often taking care of the dyers” guild on behalf 
of his children. Together with his whole family, M. Aur. Andreas dedicated 
twenty statues to his native city of Tralles. Such benefactions continued to be 
documented in the mid-third century. "The Martyrdom of Pionios, dated to 
the reign of Gordian, tells us about a certain asiarch 'Terentius, from Smyrna, 
who organized gladiatorial combats in his son's name.1?1 

Provinces bordering on Asia offer similar information. A benefactor from 
Sidyma, whose name does not survive, established a fund on behalf of his son 
Demosthenes with the stipulation that proceeds from this fund were to be 
distributed among the residents of the city. Fucleides, son of Apollonios, from 
Xanthus, was honored because, among other things, he performed various 
leitourgiai for his descendants. A very similar case is known in Pamphylia, where 
L. Aelius lulianus, from Cremna, dedicated together with his son and daugh- 
ter a statue of Leto to that city. Joint officeholding by parents and children or 
performing an office on behalf of a relative were therefore only different forms 
of familial benefactions.!2 For this reason, as in the preprovincial period, hold- 
ing city offices was regarded as a matter of family prestige. Some offices be- 
longed to the family whose members had a priority in holding them, as did 
priestly positions in the Hellenistic period and under the Romans.!% In the 


121. I.Ephesos IV 1129.2-6 (imperial period), III 661.14-—16 (A.D. 140-150); Î.Stratonikeia 
264 (Panamara, Roman period?); 7. Fadrianoi und Hadrianeia 126, 128 (2nd cent. A.D.); IGR IV 
228.45 (from near Cyzicus, imperial period); 7.Jasos 87.9—12 (Roman period), FAM V 991.5-8 
(Thyatira, imperial period); /. Tra//eis 1 164 (imperial period); Martyrium Pionii 18.8 with Robert, 
Le martyre de Pionios, 101-102. For parallels in the west, see e.g. Res Gestae 22: “I gave a gladiato- 
rial show three times in my own name (eo nomine), and five times in the names of my sons or 
grandsons (filiorum meorum aut nepotum nomine), twenty-six times I provided for the people, in my 
own name or in the names of my sons or grandsons, hunting spectacles of African wild beasts.” 

122. TAMIL 191.7-9 (Sidyma, imperial period), 496 (= P.Xanthos VII, no. 78).11-16 (Letoon, 
imperial period); 7. Central Pisidia 33 (Cremna, mid-2nd cent. A.D.), 83 (Keraia, 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.). 
See also Lanckorofski, Stâdre, 1:176, no. 59.5-8 (Sillyum, imperial period); SEG 49, 1789 (Nicaea, 
2nd cent. A.D.). 

123. For the Hellenistic period, see chap. 2. Roman period: OGI 470.5-6 (Sardis? imperial pe- 
riod); . Ka/chedon 12.11—13 (ast cent. B.C.—1st cent. A.D.), Andre Laumonier, Les cultes indigenes en Carie 
(Paris: Diffusion De Boccard, 1958), 218, 484. See also OGI 583.5 (Lapethunte in Cyprus, A.D. 29—30). 
“The same practice developed on administrative levels other than that of the entire city: 7.Smyrna 731.7— 
9: a genos (the Dionysiac synod, A.D. 80); Laumonier, Cu/tes indigenes, 136-137: a syngeneia. 
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Roman period, members of certain families became traditional holders of sev- 
eral other city offices. Honorific and funerary inscriptions from Asia are filled 
with references to officeholders who were “descendants” or other relatives of 
those who had held such offices before. 

“The earliest such references in Asia and neighboring provinces concern 
solely the honors that Greek cities and villages paid to the honorands and ex- 
tended to members of their families.!7* Lycian inscriptions of the last two cen- 
turies B.C. and the early first century A.D. tended to use such phrases with 
reference to the good qualities of the honorands, but although these inscrip- 
tions enumerated offices and other public achievements of the honorands, they 
did not provide any similar information about their ancestors or other rela- 
tives.125 References to the benefactors “by descent” surfaced in the late Re- 
publican and early imperial period.!?6 From the late first century A.D. but 
mostly in the second century, references to ancestors as officeholders, includ- 
ing women, made their way into inscriptions.!27 Honorands claimed to hold 
the propheteia, stephanephoria, prylaneia, priesthood or high priesthood, and 
various other posts either “by descent” or “like ancestors” or in other similar 
ways.!% An inscription from Miletus refers to the honorand as belonging to 
the “house of the prophetai and stephanephoroi” implying that these offices had 
been occupied by many members of his family. Another, from "Termessus in 
Pisidia, neighboring Asia, speaks of the family of high priests and gymnasiarchs. 
And one from Arycanda in Lycia refers to the honorand as coming not only 
from “the first people of the city and the province” but also “from descendants 


of generals and hipparchoi.” 1 


124. TAM V 1343 (> I.Magnesia am Sipylos 4).18 (2nd cent. B.C.). Katoikiai: TAM V 144 
(Halokome, Saittae, undated), 156 (vicus Tamasis, Saittae, 65-64 B.C.), 1269 (from near Hierocaesarea, 
1st cent. B.C.). 

125. F.Xanthos VII, no. 75.5-6 (late 1st cent. B.C.—early st cent. A.D.); FAM II 1g1.1-2 (Sidyma, 
imperial period), 583.1-2 (Tlos, late 1st cent. B.C.—early 1st cent. A.D.), 751.10-11 (Candyba, early 1st 
cent. A.D.). 

126. I.Priene 102.5-6 (c.1oo B.C.); IGR IV 159.18-19 (Cyzicus, c. late 1st cent. B.C.);, SEG 
48, 1472.12-15 (Sardis, c. A.D. 50), TAM II 582.1-3 (Tlos, c.1oo B.C.). 

127. Î.Didyma 84.23-25 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.), 272 (> OGI 494).2—9 (late 1st cent. 
A.D.); Î.Ephesos INI 728.3—20 (c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.);, F.Xanthos VII, no. 92.13—14 (late 2nd cent. 
A.D.); TAM I1765.24—27 (Arneae, the reign of Hadrian); /. Perge 1 179.5—7 (2nd cent. A.D.?). Women: 
Milet | 3, 176.48 (3rd cent. A.D.). 

128. Propheteia and stephanephoria: Î.Didyma 179.10—14 (early 3rd cent. A.D.), 267.5—8 (late 
imperial period). Prytaneia: AM 24 (1899): 218, no. 45.4 (Pergamum, imperial period). Priesthood: 
I. Pergamon LI 513.47 and 523.19 (imperial period), Panamara in J.Stratonikeia 193.2—3 (1st cent. 
A.D.2), 194.3—4 (€. A.D. 200), 300.8-9 (imperial period); see also 1316.2—3 (imperial period), TAM 
V 976.7-8 (Thyatira, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.). High priesthood: 7. My/asa 534.3, 535-2—3, 5360.45 
(imperial period); REG 19 (1906), 145, no. 77.8-19 (Aphrodisias, imperial period). Indirect evi- 
dence to the same effect: 7. Ephesos III 728.3—20 (c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.);, AM V 976.13—17 (Lhyatira, 
late 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.). 

129. Î.Didyma 267.5—7 (late imperial period), TAM II 7go (= 1. Arykanda 50.1).6 (imperial 
period?), III 55.10—13 (Lermessus, A.D. 108-212). 
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“The references to “ancestors” as benefactors in the general sense sur- 
vived into this period as well, revealing that officeholding continued to be 
regarded as only one of the benefactions that were performed by members 
of the same family.!% In the imperial period a new meaning was added to 
the word /eitourgos, which now could designate a distinct social class that was 
expected to offer benefactions of various sorts, including officeholding. In- 
scriptions from Asia refer to the /ertourgoi who came from the “ancestor- 
benefactors.”15! Not all of them occupied city offices, and not all of their 
“ancestor-benefactors” had been officeholders. Their officeholding, there- 
fore, made up only a part of familial benefactions. 

The inscriptions that speak of benefactors who are “like the ancestors” 
or of officeholders “by descent” present children, first of all, as members of 
families already known for generosity and assign to them the same social role 
played by their ancestors and other members of their families. It is largely 
for this reason that Asian cities paid honors to people who had distinguished 
themselves solely by being members of clite city families. One such person 
was Menippos, son of Menippos, who was honored in an inscription (prob- 
ably set up in Alabanda) because he succeeded ancestors who had per- 
formed archai and leitourgiai. Another, Glykon from Heraclea Salbake, 
who was referred to as coming from “the most noble ancestors,” received 
honors “because of the goodwill and honor of all his family toward the 
fatherland.” Such honors were offered in acknowledgment of the benefac- 
tions made by the honorand's family and in anticipation of future benefac- 
tions which he or she would perform as a successor to family tradition.!*? 
“The growing social importance of children made their passing away a par- 
ticularIy heavy loss for “first families.” Some of them had to content them- 
selves with inscriptions honoring their deceased children, of both sexes, who 
would have furthered the honor of their city and family if they had remained 


130. MAMA VI 373.122 (Synnada, late 2nd cent. A.D.); TAM V 966.17-20 (Thyatira, 2nd 
or 3rd cent. A.D.); 1.Side Il 102.3—4 with the editor's commentary ad hoc (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.), 
111.3, and 112.1—3 (late 3rd cent. A.D.); /. Central Pisidia 121-123, 125, 129, 130 (Ariassus, 2nd-— 
ard cent. A.D.), SEG 48, 1472.12—17 (Sardis, c. A.D. 50). 

131. Milet | 9, 309.46 (1st cent. B.C.—1st cent. A.D.); /.Didyma 312.10—12 (early 2nd cent. 
A.D.), 320.3—4, 327.2—3 (both from late 1st-2nd cent. A.D.), 346.8-9 (7-6 B.C.), 353.8—10, 300.3—4 
(late 1st-2nd cent. A.D.), 359.4-5 (A.D. 117-220); IG XIL.6, 312.3-4 (Samos, 3rd cent. A.D.); REG 
19 (1906), 118, no. 39.2-—3, 6-9 and 129, no. 56.7-9 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); 7.Ephesos INI 
932.2-3, VI 2902.5-6 (both dated to the imperial period); 7. Erythrai 64.4—5 (rd cent. A.D.); Î. Tra/leis 
1 68.45 (2nd cent. A.D.). 

132. BCH 14 (1890), 606, no. 2.3—4 (Alabanda, imperial period); MAMA VI 115 = L. Robert 
and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:170, no. 60 (Heraclea Salbake, imperial period), CIG II 2769 (Aphrodisias, 
Roman period), Heberdey and Wilhelm, Reisen, 1897 und 1892, 18, no. 47 (imperial period). Nijf, 
“Inscriptions and Civic,” 24, has pointed out that many Termessian honorific inscriptions do not 
specify how the honorand's qualities manifested themselves; he explained this as a form of expec- 
tation of future benefactions from such people. 
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alive.15 But even such occasions were used by “first families” to promote 
their elevated social standing în the city.13% 

“This attitude, which was extended to all the members of such families, 
has been interpreted as the “domestication of public life.”15 "This phenom- 
enon was characteristic of the empire as a whole and obviously had political 
ramifications: at the marriage of Marcus Aurelius and Faustina the Younger, 
Antoninus Pius gave a donative to the soldiers, thus turning a family affair into 
an imperial event; Marcus Aurelius made even his unmarried daughters par- 
ticipate in his triumphal procession; what surprised Dio at the marriage of 
Flagabalus and Cornelia Paula was that a largesse was given not only to the 
senators, the knights, the soldiers, and the populace of Rome but to the wives 
of the senators as well.15 Incidents of investing imperial wives with the title 
“mother of the camps” fall into the same category.!% 

At least in some cases in the Greek east, posthumous honors were ac- 
corded for the beneficiary activities that the deceased would have been 
expected to perform. A public funerary decree for Aurelia Mousike from 
Aigiale in Amorgos contains the following words: “just as a youthful blos- 
som, not yet having attained the complete measure of growth, is pruned; or 
a tree, marvelously grown up in the earth, is uprooted by a malignant fate 
before someone could harvest its sweet fruits, such is for certain the unex- 
pected and terrible event (sc. her death).”155 The “first families” made pub- 
lic even such unfulfilled expectations in order to advance their social standing 
in the city.1% Dio modestly deflected the desire of his native Prusa to honor 
him and referred to those honors that had been paid by this city to various 
members of his family, namely his grandfathers and “other ancestors,” his 
father and mother, his brothers, and “other kinsmen.” He was quite aware 
that when honoring him his fellow citizens were mindful of his generous 


133. REG 19 (1906): 133, no. 62.5-9 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); TAM III 440 (= SEG 6, 
638).13—14 (Termessus, imperial period); 7. Pergamon IL, p. 514 (Roman period); Î.Kybira 56 (st 
cent. B.C.—1st cent. A.D.) with Thomas Corsten's commentary ad 1l.8-9; SEG 48, 1799 (Syedra, 
imperial period). Kleijwegt, Ancient Youth, 227-230; Joyce Reynolds and Charlotte Roueche, “The 
Funeral of Tatia Attalis of Aphrodisias,” Krema 17 (1992): 153-160, with the text of the inscription 
from Aphrodisias republished as SEG 45, 1502. 

134. See Robert, Documents de Asie Mineure meridionale, 84 n.1: endowment by a family in 
honor of a deceased child. 

135. Strubbe, “Posthumous Honours,” 2:496; see also 492 (“the distinction between public 
and domestic life became blurred”), 495—496, 499. 

136. HA Ant. 10.2, Marc. 12.10; D.C. 80.9.1-2. 

137. E.g., Faustina the Younger: D.C. 72.10.5; HA Marc. 26.8; CIL XIV 40; RIC III, pp. 274, 
350. Crispina: BMC Emp. IV, p. 766, no. 418. Julia Domna: RIC IV.1, pp. 169, 179, 209-210. 

138. IG XIL.7, 410.19-20: 1Ipd Tov Spevaobai Twa Tov db aVTov yĂvkEww Kaprow 
(Aegiale, late 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); tr. Strubbe, “Posthumous Honours,” 498-499. 

139. For the prestigious positions occupied by the members of the late Aurelia Mousike's 
family, see JG XII.7, 410.7—11; cf. 22-28 (Aegiale, late 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). 
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“ancestor-benefactors.” Dio tried, therefore, to retain his social prominence 
as a member of one such “first family” without paying for it out of his own 
pocket.!% His “commitment to city politics”! thus did not include com- 
mitment of personal financial resources, which was not exactly the sort of 
local patriotism expected from people of his social standing. Although hardly 
every member of leading families in Asian cities spent as much as he was 
urged to, and Dio clearly did not want to bear this burden, on the whole the 
idea of quid pro quo was upheld simultaneously by local notables and by 
cities. IP 

Such designations as “benefactor by descent” were of a general charac- 
ter and could be applied on administrative levels other than that of the en- 
tire city, as for example in religious organizations, as well as to the Romans 
who were benefactors of Asian cities without necessarily holding offices 
there.1% Private benefactions “by descent” also were a follow-up to, but not 
necessarily a substitute for, royal familial benefactions.!** Familial office- 
holding as an extension and a form of familial benefaction should therefore 
also be traced to royal familial benefactions, even though there does not seem 
to be any evidence for familial officeholding by any royals. But the practice 
of familial benefaction was extended to officeholding only gradually, long 
after royal benefactions ceased to have any real importance for Greek cities. 

Descendants often held exactly the same offices as their ancestors. An 
honorific inscription for P. Vedius Antoninus from Ephesus has the follow- 
ing to say about him: “the council and the people of the city of Ephesus 
honored Publius Vedius Antoninus, the son of P. Vedius Antonius who was 
the prytanis and gymnasiarch and twice secretary of the people and asiarch 
and panegyriarchos of the Great Epheseia and Pasitheia and ambassador to 
the senate and the emperors, himself the prytanis and secretary and asiarch 
and panegyriarchos of the Great Epheseia and a/ytarches of the Olympia and 
ambassador to the senate and the emperors.” Other personalities, such as 
L. Aurelius Aristomenes from '[hyatira, as well as prominent women, both 


140. Dio Or. 44.3, 46.3. 

141. So Salmeri, “Dio, Rome, and the Civic Life of Asia Minor,” 65, who did not touch upon 
the problem of financial commitments and expectations. 

142. E.g., Bowersock, Greek „Sophists, 30-42. 

143. E.g., LW 106.3-6 (Teos, imperial period). Romans: 7.Smyrna 632 (A.D. 41-42); SEG 48, 
1334 (Caunus, c.40—33 B.C.); cf. Şahin, “New Inscriptions,” 21, no. 47: Apodoov Kaioapa, XE BaoTov 
viov, Beov €k few kaBeLepwoev, evepyermv €E evepyerăv, 0 8îos (Stratonicea in Caria, 1st 
quarter of st cent. A.D.). The Romans as “patrons by descent”: Ferrary, “Hellenistic World,” 106; 
Jean-Louis Ferrary, “Les gouverneurs des provinces romaines d'Asie Mineure (Asie et Cilicie), 
depuis Porganisation de la province d'Asie jusqu'ă la premiere guerre de Mithridate (126-838 av. ]. 
C.),” Chiron 30 (2000): 189-190; Eilers, Roman Patrons, 137-138. 

144. Î.lasos 6.13—15 (182 B.C.); Milet | 9, 307.2—5 (€.163—159 B.C.), Pouilloux, Choix, 51, 
no. 10.2-5 (Delphi, 160-159 B.C.). 
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in Asia and neighboring provinces, were in the same position.!* Hence a very 
important aspect of the image of the young in the mentality and ideology of 
city life in Roman Asia was that the ideal “political youth” was supposed to 
be not only generous, that is, eager to help his city as a whole and his fellow 
citizens individually, but also traditional in the sense of following the tradi- 
tions of his family.1% From the end of the Hellenistic period, references to 
the various public activities, primarily benefactions, of children were accom- 
panied in Asian inscriptions by references to their “ancestors.”1%7 

When inscriptions from Asia started to mention offices held by the an- 
cestors of the honorands, the officeholding of the latter came to be measured 
against that of their predecessors. For example, Ti. Claudius from Ephesus 
was honored for performing the prytane:a worthily of his family and father- 
land, and Cl. Menandros was honored because he was a high priest in com- 
pliance with the reputation of his family. Menogenes, son of Isidoros the son 
of Menogenes, received praise from his native city of Sardis for having proven 
himself upright and of good faith and worthy of his family in archai and 
leitourgiai. T. Aurelius lulianus from Nysa presided over the council follow- 
ing the goodwill of his ancestors toward it, while Peritas, son of Adrastos the 
son of Dionysios, from Aphrodisias, accomplished archa: and embassies and 
ekdikiai fairly and fittingly and worthily of his ancestors.!% 

References to ancestors thus were both encouragement and justification 
for promotion in public life “at an early age.” Compliance with family heri- 
tage could be achieved not only by holding the same offices as the ancestors 
but also by performing similar benefactions and various other activities, in- 
cluding those that had been promised by other family members. "This simi- 
larly ensured social self-reproduction of the leading families.!” Onomastic 
parallels also demonstrate that several generations of the same families could 


145. Î.Ephesos [ll 728.3—20 (c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.); FAM V 944 (Thyatira, late 2nd-3rd cent. 
A.D.). Women: TAM V 976.13—17 (Thyatira, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); Milet | 3, 176.1—3 (3rd cent. 
A.D.); Lanckorofski, Stădre, 1:177, no. 60.7-14 (Sillyum, imperial period). 

146. Veyne, Le pain, 287-288; Sartre, /'Asie Mineure, 254. The image of the young in the 
imperial period: ]. Robert and L. Robert, BE 1072, no. 430; Kleijwegt, Ancient Youth, 222, 234 
237. 
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147. Reynolds, “New Evidence for the Social History,” 112; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 254. 

148. Î.Ephesos Ill 650.14-15 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.);, VIL.2, 4354-3 (imperial period); Sardis VIL.1, 
no. 8.4446 (5 B.c.), SEG 45, 1535.7—10 (Nysa, imperial period), CIG II 2771.1.9—11, 2771.1l.6-9 
(both from imperial Aphrodisias); REG 19 (1906); 138, no. 70.8-15 (Aphrodisias, 2nd or 3rd cent. 
A.D.). See also TAM II 838d (= IGR III 649).11-12 (Idebessus, 2nd cent. A.D.?), 59/15 721.12—17 
(by the people of Cnossus, Delos, c.roo B.C.). 

149. CIG Il 2766.14—19, 2771.1.0-8 and [l.13—14 (all from imperial Aphrodisias); . Stratonikeia 
203, esp. 1l.28—30 (Panamara, A.D. 164-166), 206 (Panamara, imperial period), 1205.11-—12 (imperial 
period); TAM V 944: the agonothesia (Thyatira, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 966: the high priesthood 
(Thyatira, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). Promises: 7. Mylasa 504.4 (ast cent. A.D.); 7. Ephesos IV 1139.5—10 
(imperial period). 
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occupy a prominent place în the cities of Asia.15 From the second century A.D., 
references are made not only to the individual “first families” in many Asian 
cities, as well as in cities in other Greek-speaking provinces, but also to the 
“first class” and the “councilor class,” though such expressions seem to have 
been encountered only outside Asia.15! “First families” in individual cities 
formed the backbone of the provincial nobility, a new and important player in 
imperial politics. 15? 

The familial framework of individual social status was characteristic of 
imperial society as a whole. Inscriptions from the west and the east of the empire 
refer not only to the emperor but to his entire household (/omaus Augusta or 
domus divina).15 However, the Romans did not have anything similar to the 
Greek tradition of familial benefactions, which dated to the Hellenistic kings. 
“The critical change in the status of children in public life in Rome is thought 
to have happened only at the end of the second century A.D., when children 
started to cohold, together with their fathers or adoptive fathers, the supreme 
offices of the state.!5* But even then children of emperors remained a very 
special case, which does not imply that other Roman notables were in a simi- 
lar position. Because joint officeholding of children and their parents emerged 
in Asian cities in the early imperial period, the Greek practice developed on 
its own and only paralleled similar trends in other parts of the empire. 

When members of the same family started to be viewed as traditional 
holders of some office or offices and their officeholding was measured against 
that of their ancestors and other members of the family, their minor relatives 
could obtain such positions as if by “hereditary principle.” Although familial 
officeholding is documented only under the Romans, transgenerational social 
distinctions among city families were already visible in the pre-Roman period, 
as demonstrated by the formulaic expressions referring to the “ancestors” of 


150. SEG 45, 1502 (Aphrodisias, c. A.D. 100-125?); Barbara M. Levick, “Aspects of Social 
Life at Aezani: A preview of VAMA IX,” in Frezouls, Societes urbaines, 266. 

151. “First families”: OGI 470.15—17 (Sardis? imperial period); BCH 14 (1890): 606, no. 2.3— 
4 (Alabanda, imperial period), CIG II 2766.6-7, 2771.1.3, [l.3—4 (all from imperial Aphrodisias); 
L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:279, no. 157.7-8 (Apollonia Salbake, imperial period), AM II 
838d (= IGR III 649).4 (ldebessus, 2nd cent. A.D.?), 9o5.IIl.60-61 (Rhodiapolis, c. mid-2nd cent. 
A.D.); SEG 46, 1715.8 (Patara, reign of Hadrian). Other designations: FAM II 1200.45 (Phaselis, 
2nd cent. A.D.?), 1202.17-20 (Phaselis, A.D. 145-146); SEG 45, 1698 (= Mitchell, Ankara District, 
163-165, no. 195).8-9 (from near Ancyra, A.D. 126). 

152. I.Perge 1 254.3 (imperial period); cf. Apul. Mer. 3.11. Sartre, Asie Mineure, 254. 

153. E.g., LS 112a.7-10 (Narbo, A.D. 12-13), VAMA VI 263.5—9 (Acmonia, 3rd cent. A.D.); 
Î.Keramos 14.16—17 (€. mid-1st cent. A.D.); I.Stratonikeia 662.3 (Lagina, late 1st cent. A.D.); I.Se/ge 
20b.1—4 (c.2nd quarter of 3rd cent. A.D.); IGR IV 635 with SEG 42, 1203 (Sebaste in Phrygia, A.D. 
245-246); IGR III 354 (Sagalassus, the reign of Severus Alexander), 7. Perge I 195.10-—11 (reign of 
the Severi), Robert, G/adiateurs, 100, no. 39.1-6 (Nicopolis ad Istrum). 

154. Thomas E. Wiedemann, 4du/rs and Children în the Roman Empire (London: Routledge, 
1989), 125-129. 
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the honorands. The rise of leading families furthered these distinctions by 
turning benefactions into a “class phenomenon” in the late Hellenistic pe- 
riod.155 In imperial times, the union of social distinction and hereditary prin- 
ciple is best demonstrated with respect to city councilors, whose title became 
a mark of social distinction and could be given as an honor. City councilors 
customarily received either separate distributions or a separate, and often larger, 
share.15 "They alone could be eligible for certain offices, and their sons were 
supposed to succeed their fathers in office. It was city councilors and their fami- 
lies to whom Pliny referred when he wrote about “better people” as opposed to 
“commoners” in the cities of Bithynia. And they were on Hadrian's mind when, 
in his response to the city of Clazomenae, he spoke of embassies that demanded 
men “from the highest rank” as opposed to people of “the lower status.”157 
“The social distinction of the councilors and their families was expressed 
in the second century in several more ways. Greek inscriptions began to men- 
tion the bou/eutikai archai. "Fhese are thought to have corresponded to offices 
that were open only to the decuriones in the west.!55 But the appearance of the 
bouleutikai archai could also have resulted from restrictions imposed on filling 
vacancies, which were laid down by various individual benefactors. One such 
case was the stipulation of Demosthenes, the founder of a new festival in 
Oenoanda, that the agonothetes of the festival should choose the panegyriarchoi, 
that is, the next most important officials of the festival, only from among the 
city councilors.!% "The number of such cases would have been quite limited, 


155. Migeotte, “IPevergctisme des citoyens,” 187. 


156. BCH 9 (1885) 76-77, no. 6.1418, and BCH 14 (1890): 610-611, no. 6.9-13 (Aphrodisias, 
2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); ZAM V 939 (Thyatira, 2nd cent. A.D.?); CIG Il 2774 (both from Aphrodisias, 
imperial period); 7. Tra/leis | 145 (ast cent. A.D.); Milet VI 2, 945.1-6 and 946 (imperial period?); 
Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1962 and 1963, 25, no. 2Qa. 19 (lotape, imperial period) and Bean and 
Mitford, Journeys, 1964-1968, 39, no. 19 (= 1.Side 1, T Ep 1).4 (Side, c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.); Robert, 
OMS, 2:903-904. Cf. the similarly advantageous status of the members of their families: MAMA 
VI 119 (= L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:173, no. 66).13—16 (Heraclea Salbake, late 1st cent. 
A.D.). A separate share: /..Stratonikeia 237.13—15 (Panamara, Roman period); I.Didyma 264.14—15 
(early imperial period); REG 19 (1906): 242, no. 138d.19-23 and 246-247, n0. 142.24-25 
(Aphrodisias, imperial period); /.Ephesos la 27.223—225 (A.D. 104); Î.Magnesia 193.19-23 (2nd or 
3rd cent. A.D.); Lanckorofski, Srădte, 1:177, no. 60.19-—20 (Sillyum, imperial period); ..Side Il 103, 
104 (imperial period); BE 1962, no. 239 (Aba in Istros, 2nd cent. A.D.); Robert, OMS, 2:904. 

157. Plin. Ep. 10.79-3; Marcian Dig. 50.7.5.5. For possible interpretations of this text, see 
Garnsey, “Aspects,” 6, who thought that these two groups were probably “unequal in forms of 
prestige and wealth.” Cf. Venul.Saturninus Dig. 48.19.15: Hadrian gave legal privileges to city coun- 
cilors, including exemption from capital punishment, except for parricide. 

158. TAMII zor.1-7 (Xanthus, late 2nd cent. A.D.), Petersen and von Luschan, Reisen în 
Lykien, 38, no. 69.3—8 (Myra, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); cf. Paul Dig. 50.2.7.2. Jones, Greek City, 
342 n.47; Bernhard A. Van Groningen, Le gymnasiarque des metropoles de l'Eaypte romaine 
(Groningue: P. Noordhoff, 1924), 128; Garnsey, “Aspects,” 23 (in the third century, under the 
Severi);, Langhammer, Ste/lung, 188; Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 390. 

159. Worrle, Stadt und Fest, 10 (> SEG 38, 1462), 1.59 (Oenoanda, A.D. 125 or 126), and 
Pp. 134-135. 
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which probably explains why references to the bou/eutikar archai are so few, 
and none is from Asia. "The special position of city councilors was also reflected 
in the emergence of the word parroboulos, which has been interpreted as “a son 
of the Vouleutes, who by virtue of his origin and the designation by his father, 
was destined to be associated from an early age with the working of the city 
council.” 'Fhis word turns up in a handful of inscriptions, from just two places 
in Asia, Ephesus and Dorylacum, as well as in one inscription from 'Lenos, 
one from Paros, and one from Cilicia.!5 None of these inscriptions is dated to 
before the late second century, when the hereditary status of city councilors 
became apparent. 16! 

“This status of city councilors also implied a similarly distinctive status 
for their wives and children.!% Only “noble children” participated in fes- 
tive processions, according to the regulations concerning the cults of Zeus 
Panamaros and Hecate in Stratonicea. "The age/archai of the newly established 
festival in Oenoanda were to be elected from “the most noble children” of 
the city. The regulation from Stratonicea was decreed by the city council, 
and many, if not all, of these “well-born children” are likely to have been 
the children of the city councilors. According to the inscription from Oenoanda, 
the most important officials of this festival, after the agonorhetes, were the 
panegyriarchoi, and they were to be selected by the agonorhetes only from 
among the city councilors (i.€., from the fathers and grandfathers of those 
children who became the agelarcha:). Also in the second century, an honor- 
ific decree for Seia Spes from Pithecusa, a Greek community in Italy, dis- 
tinguishes the sporting victories of children of the city councilors from those 
of other children in the city. These documents provide further examples of 
the social distinctiveness of the Greek city €lites throughout the empire.16 


160. Î.Ephesos IV 1044.18 (c. reign of Antoninus Pius) with two inscriptions referring to the 
same person, M. Aur. Attalos Artemidoros: 7.Ephesos III 972.26 and V 1575.10; Robert, Docu- 
ments de l'Asie Mineure meridionale, 88 n.1 (ast half of the zrd cent. A.D.); Etienne, Tenos II, 
166-167; IG XII.5, 141 (Paros, imperial period), Bean and Mitford, 7ourneys, 1962 and 1963, 36, 
no. 42 (Antioch ad Cragum, 3rd cent. A.D.). See Robert, Documents de Asie Mineure meridionale, 
86-89; ]. Robert and L. Robert, BE 1968, no. 455; Quass, Fonoratiorenschicht, 389; Sartre, Asie 
Mineure, 248—all with references to the sources. 

161. E.g., Christian Gizewski, “Decurio, decuriones,” in NPaul/y 3 (1997), 357-358. Nigdelis, 
Politeuma kai Koinonia, 412, saw Roman influence in these inscriptions. But the special status of 
senators” sons became visibly promoted only in the reign of Augustus: Talbert, Senate, 11, 39-47; 
Graham Paul Burton, “Senate,” OCD? 1386-1387; Wilhelm Kierdorf, “Senatus,” in NPauby 11 
(2001), 403. See also 7. FEphesos III 972.21: naTpoyepwv (c. the reign of Antoninus Pius) with other 
references in Robert, Documents de Asie Mineure meridionale, 89 n.2. 

162. E.g. D.C. 80.9.1-2: Dio notes as something quite unusual that the marriage of Elagabalus 
and Cornelia Paula was accompanicd by a largesse to the wives of senators as well. We probably see here 
an extension of local practices to the imperial capital. Children: 7. Pergamon Il 467.13, 486b.6, 513.16-17 
(imperial period); CIG II 2813.12-15 (Aphrodisias, imperial period). Magie, Roman Rule, 641. 

103. Î.Stratonikeia 1101 (> LSAM 69).7-9 (imperial period); SEG 38, 1462.65-66 (Oenoanda, 
A.D. 125 or 126); SEG 14, 602 = Pleket, Zexrs, no. 17.8—11 (A.D. 154). 


170 


THE STATUS OF CITY OFFICIALS 


Such noble families are described very vividly by Chariton.1% Although he 
narrated the lovestory of Callirhoe and Chareas as taking place in the late 
fifth and early fourth centuries B.C., various details could well be from the 
time when this work was composed (the first or second century A.D.).15% These 
details seem to include Chariton's picture of marriages of children from noble 
families, which became the talk of the entire city. Chariton's contemporary, 
Apuleius, narrated how the entire city joined in lamenting the sad fate of a 
prominent local family. Other details in Apuleius”s Meramorphoses likewise 
point to the special status of local €lite families.156 

“The growing separation of city councilors and their families from the 
rest of the population reflected tensions inside Greek cities. Discord between 
various political factions and social groups in Greek communities was well 
known before the Romans and survived into the provincial period.!” The 
self-consciousness of city clites is reflected by Plutarch when he speaks about 
local politicians conspiring against “the people” (Po po/l0i), because politi- 
cians know better which salutary measures to adopt.16% It is also in the sec- 
ond century A.D. and later that attempts at reconciliation of the council and 
the people started to be recorded. Nicomedia and Nicaea issued coins bear- 
ing inscriptions referring to the concord between the council and the people. 
The council of Ephesus set up a statue personifying the people and praising 
them for “virtue and concord.” "The council of Perge in Pamphylia made a 
dedication for the well-being of the people and for concord, and the council 
of Cremna in Pisidia honored the people with statues. Coins from Tios, in 
Bithynia, bear personifications of the council and the people being recon- 
ciled sometime in the third century, and a similar image appears on coins 
from Sagalassus in Lycia. Literary works also reflected this development. 
Plutarch spoke of those who attacked an “oppressive and oligarchic coun- 
cil.” Dio, in his speech “On Concord in Nicaea,” probably referred to the 


164. Char. Ca/]. 2.11.2, 3.2.10-11, 3.6.5. 

105. See, e.g., Christopher P. Jones, “Cities, Villages, and Sanctuaries in the Reign of Hadrian,” 
review article, 7RA 14 (2001): 651-652, on the arrangement of land possessions. 

166. Char. Cal]. 3.2.15—17. Apul. Met. 4.33—34; see also 2.27: public funeral for members 
of aristocratic families is referred to as a tradition, and 4.26: the cousin of the kidnapped girl, 
who is also her bridegroom, is said to have been leader of his age-group and the “son of the people.” 

167. A.R.R. Sheppard, “Homonoia in the Greek Cities of the Roman Empire,” Ancient Society 
15-17 (1984-1985): 241-252; Thcriault, Culte, 5—7o. Most attention has been paid, however, to the 
problem of discord between Greek cities: ]. Zwicker, “Homonoia,” in RE 16 (1913), 2265-2268; Magie, 
Roman Rule, 638-639 with notes; Jones, Dio, 83-94; Margret K. Nollc and Johannes Noll€, “Vom 
feinen Spiel stădtischer Diplomatie: Zu Zeremoniell und Sinn Kaiserzeitlicher Homonoia-Feste,” 
ZPE 102 (1994): 241-261; Dietmar Kienast, “Zu den Homonoia-Vereinbarungen in der romischen 
Kaiserzeit,” ZPE 109 (1995): 207-282; Kampmann, Homonoia- Verbindungen; Theodor Heinze, 
“Homonoia,” in NPauly 5 (1998), 703. 

168. Plut. Praec.ger.reip. 16, 813ac. 
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conflict between the council and the people, similar to the one that he wit- 
nessed in 'Tarsus.16 

According to imperial legislation, in the early second century the division 
into upper and lower classes, usually designated as /onestiores and humihores 
in the west, started to be based on legal distinctions.!7% But there is no evidence 
that Asian cities established any legal distinctions between these groups. Nei- 
ther the bou/euti Pai archai, which are not mentioned in Asian inscriptions, nor 
the word patroboulos, can argue for the special legal status of city councilors 
and their families. Other evidence from Greek-speaking provinces that has been 
used to demonstrate the legal separation of city councilors in the Greek cast is 
not conclusive either.!”! It was therefore only the Romans who set up legal 
borders between the councilors and the rest of the city population. The Greek 
east retained its peculiarity in this area as well. 

In Rome, the age requirement for holding magistracies was established rather 
late and did not seem to have strong support from either the majority of the 
Roman nobility or imperial families. The /ex Villa (annahis) of 180 B.C. is thought 
to have set a minimum two-year interval between offices and only indirectly 
established a minimum age for the performance of some posts, thus introducing 
a certus ordo magistratuum.!'? Numerous violations of this law could have been 
the reason Sulla set up new regulations. His /ex Cornelia (de magistratibus) ot 82 
or 81 B.C. introduced an obligatory ten-year interval between the holding of the 


169. Magie, Roman Rule, 1500; Thcriault, Cu/re, 12: dated to the reign of Marcus Aurelius 
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170. B. Kiibler, “Decurio,” in RE 4 (1901), 2330-2332, 2346-2347; Rostovtzeff, Social and 
Economic History, 370; Langhammer, Ste/lung, 33, 220; Garnsey, Social Status, 242-245; Macro, 
“Cities,” 689; Jens-Uwe Krause, “Honestiores/Humiliores,” in NPauly 5 (1998), 707-708; Bur- 
ton, “Imperial State,” 204-205, who interpreted legal privileges of local city councilors as a “re- 
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Hadrian: Jones, Greek City, 180; G. P. Goold, review of C. Plini Caecili Secundi Epistularum Libri 
Decem, Phoenix 18 (1964): 327-328. 

171. În general, Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:204 (and n.41). Cf. Helmut Muller, “Bemerkungen 
zu Funktion und Bedeutung des Rats in den hellenistischen Stădten,” in Worrle and Zanker, 
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the Greek east under the Romans were more likely to be organized in a way different from that 
of pre-Roman communities. 

172. Liv. 40.44; Mommsen, Staatsrecht, 1:529-531, 537-538; Giovanni Rotondi, Leges pub- 
licae populi Romani (Milan: Societă editrice libraria, 1912), 278-279. Astin has argued that the regu- 
lation on the cursus honorum in Rome was introduced many years before the ex Villia; see Alan E. 
Astin, “The Lex Annals before Sulla,” Latomus 16 (1957): 613 and 17 (1958): 64. See Mommsen, 
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same office, established a minimum age for the praetor (forty years) and consul 
(forty-three years), and, finally, constituted what is generally understood as the 
cursus honorum (î.€., gradual ascent from minor offices to major ones).!75 Fur- 
ther evidence for such regulations comes from Caesar's legislation. According 
to his /ex Iulia (municipalis), better known as the Tabula Heracleensis, of 45 B.C., 
thirty years was the aetas legitima for the accession to magistracies: 


No person who is or shall be less than thirty years of age shall, after the 
first day of January in the second year from this date, stand for or ac- 
cept or hold the office of 7/vir or J//vir or any other magistracy in a 
municipium or colony or prefecture unless he shall have served three 
campaigns on horseback in a legion, or six campaigns on foot in a le- 
gion, such campaigns being served in a camp or a province during the 
greater part of each year, or during two consecutive periods of six 
months, which in any year may be counted as equivalent to two years, 
or unless he shall be entitled by the laws or plebescites or by virtue of 
a treaty to exemption from military duty, whereby he is freed from 
compulsory service. 174 


This law, which certainly was reflective of contemporary Roman legal 
regulations,!75 still allowed magistracies to be obtained at an earlier age if the 
candidate had served three years in the cavalry or six years in the infantry 
(which could be relatively easily achieved in the turbulent years of the civil 
war or in the nascent imperial service) and for certain other reasons. The words 
of Dio Cassius suggest that violations continued.!' The expression used by 
Dio, “still as a child,” was one of those applied in Asian inscriptions to young 
benefactors, including officeholders. 

“The emperors did not stop these violations. On the contrary, imperial 
patronage, most visible in relation to the emperors” own or adopted children, 
further facilitated the access of the young to offices. Such evidence concern- 
ing the emperors themselves best reflected the popular attitude. Gaius and 
Lucius, the adopted sons of Augustus, were made consuls designate when each 
of them reached his fifteenth year of age and allowed to obtain the consulate 
after five years. Tiberius, in the words of Dio Cassius, proclaimed it not wrong 
but laudable that Augustus entered public affairs at “an early age,” which, as 


173. App. B.C. 1.100. See Astin, “The Lex Annals before Sulla,” Latomus 17 (1958): 49-50: 
39 and 42 years respectively. Cf. Mommsen, Staarsrecht, 1:538, 567-369, who thought that this 
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174. Crawford et al., Roman Statutes, no. 24, p. 366 (= FIRA LE 13).89-94. 

175. See, e.g., Ccbeillac-Gervasoni, Magistrats, 57-60. 
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173 


CITIES OF THE PROVINCE OF ASIA 


he declared, happened because Augustus was next in line to Caesar, who had 
just been assassinated. "Tiberius personally thought it possible for the guaestura 
to be occupied at the age of twenty.!77 When Nero became the Roman em- 
peror at the age of sixteen and Flagabalus at fourteen, hardly anyone doubted 
whether it was legitimate to entrust the supreme power to persons who, ac- 
cording to the law, were too young even for a minor magistracy.!78 Other 
sources demonstrate that guaestura and praetura could be obtained in circum- 
vention of the established order, that is, before the legal age.!7 The evidence 
for Romans obtaining or being designated for major offices without previously 
holding minor ones is plentiful.!5 The cursus honorum îs reported to have been 
violated both in provincial municipalities and in Roman colonies.18! "The views 
of the Romans on minors holding offices were changing in this period,% al- 
though such evidence from the Latin part of the empire is scarce and, with 
the exception of Rome itself, concerns only religious positions. Asia, where 
minors started to hold offices, albeit religious ones, before minors in the Roman 
west did and where minors extended their grasp to other offices in the early 
provincial period, therefore provides a sharp contrast. Roman influence on this 
aspect of city administration in Asia was, if any, quite meager. 

“The growing emphasis on the familial character of beneficiary activity in 
Greek cities has been connected with the increase in financial pressure on mem- 
bers of local clites that began in the second century. "his pressure supposedly 
was aimed at making local notables perform more benefactions and officeholding 
and, on the whole, carry the financing of city administration on their shoulders.15 
“The lack of candidates for city offices could be one of the reasons for this devel- 
opment, but such evidence dates to the pre-Roman period.15* It is also in the 


177. Res Gestae 14; D.C. 56.36.1; Lac. Ann. 3.29. 

178. Elagabalus was the high priest of the god Heliogabalus (known under several other names 
as well) while “still a boy” (D.C. 79.31—32; SHA Elagab. 1.45), probably because this was a family 
priesthood: Gaston H. Halsberghe, “Le culte de Deus Sol Invictus ă Rome au 3 siccle apres ].C.,” 
in ANRW 17.4 (1984), 2184. 

179. Suet. Gai. 1.1; Lac. Ann. 2.32; SHA Verus 3.3, Sev.Alex. 2.3, Clod. Alb. 6.6. 

180. E.g., Tac. Ann. 1.4, 2.36. Mommsen, Staarsrecht, 1:538-548 with notes; Graham V. 
Sumner, “Germanicus and Drusus Caesar,” Latomus 26 (1967): 424-425. 

181. Fr. Spehr, “De summis magistratibus coloniarum atque municipiorum” (diss. Halis 
Saxonum, 1881), 37; Langhammer, Ste/lung, 59-60; Stahl, Imperiale Herrschafi, 48. See also Mackie, 
Local Administration, 59: “It cannot be proved that no one ever became duovir without holding a 
lower office first. Many inscriptions describe men simply as “duovir.” However, this is consistent 
with a man's having held a lower office which was not thought worth recording.” But this cannot 
be proven either. "he recurrent reinforcements of the cursus honorum in the second and third cen- 
turies A.D. may have been provoked by its violation. Colonies: Levick, Roman Colonies, 85 (Antioch). 

182. Mommsen, „Staatsrecht, 1:572-574; Wiedemann, Adults and Children, 119. This devel- 
opment may have started in the late Republic; Mommsen, Sraarsrecht, 1:563—577. 

183. Jones, Greek City, 184; Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 30-42; Garnsey, “Aspects,” 4-15; 
Kleijwegt, “Voluntary,” 65. 

184. Jones, Greek City, 184. 
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second century that references started to be made to city offices performed 
“voluntarily” or “spontaneously” or described by other words with similar 
meaning, which has been interpreted as a sign of the mounting pressure on 
Greek cities created by refusals to hold city offices, examples of which have 
found their way into literary sources, also mostly in the second century and 
later. 185 

Inscriptions from pre-Roman Asia also use these phrases with respect 
to benefactions in general and officeholding in particular.!5 But the appli- 
cation of such phrases in the imperial period was quite limited: besides sev- 
eral general references to the voluntary performance of unspecified “archai 
and /eitourgiai” from Asia, we have only one reference to the stephanephoria 
in Miletus, one to the gymnasiarchia in Ceramus, two to the generalship in 
Smyrna and Tralles, and a series of references to the neopoioi in Ephesus.157 
Several more examples can probably be added, but this will not overturn the 
impression that these and similar phrases were used for only a handful of 
costly /estourgiai. The social prestige and administrative insignificance of such 
posts allowed them to be occupied by children and women from “first fami- 
lies.”18 "The discussion of compulsion has usually centered on whether or 
not these were voluntary benefactions. But the social significance of “vol- 
untary” officeholding leads to a different question: what was the nature of this 
pressure? "The majority opinion has been that the pressure from the Roman 
state finally broke down the local ruling class that both performed the duties 
of and financed the administration.18 

“The main sources about the financial burden associated with officeholding 
are rhetorical works and Roman legal documents. For example, Dio claimed 
that his grandfather spent his first fortune on generosity toward his native city 
of Prusa, which probably included officeholding as well, before acquiring the 
second with the help of his education and by the benevolence of the emperors. 


185. Î.Keramos 14.11—12 (c. mid-1st cent. A.D.); 1. Tra/leis | 80.2—3 (after A.D. 127); TAM II 
663.13-15 (Cadyanda, imperial period); IG XII.5, 660.9—11 (Syros, reign of Hadrian). Jones, Greek 
City, 184, referred to similar expressions in the papyri starting in the second century; Kleijwegt, 
“Voluntary,” 68-78. See Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 34-39. 

186. SEG 30, 1073 (> Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 208-211, no. 253).11 (Chios, 189-c.188 
B.C.), I.Priene 108.45—46 (after 129 B.c.) = Bringmann and von Steuben, Schenkungen, 1:318, 
no. 270 (c.150-—120 B.C.). See Kleijwegt, “Voluntary,” 68-72, for other Greek-speaking territories. 

187. Milet | 3, 176.1-2 (3rd cent. A.D.); cf. IG XII.5, 660.9-11 (Syros, reign of Hadrian); 
Î.Keramos 14.11—12 (€. mid-1st cent. A.D.); 1.Smyrna 602.5—7 (A.D. 198-209); I. Tralleis | 80.2—3 
(after A.D. 127); 7. Ephesos III 625, 950, 957, 959, 961, 963, VI 2926; SEG 34, 1093 and 1125 and 39, 
1202 (Ephesus, all from 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.). General references: Sardis VIL.1, no. 41.6-8 (Phila- 
delphia? 1st cent. A.D.); /.Magnesia 163.15—17 (c.1st cent. A.D.). 

188. 1. Ephesos Il 653 (c. A.D. 117-138): the asiarch (2), but the inscription is very fragmented. 
Liturgic nature: /.Didyma 270.1-4 (2nd cent. A.D.). Women and children from the “first families”: 
I.Magnesia 163.15—17 (c.1st cent. A.D.); Milet I 3, 176.1—2 (3rd cent. A.D.). 

189. E.g., Jones, Greek City, 184; Kleijwegt, “Voluntary,” 72, 77. 
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Ulpian referred to cases when debt was incurred as a result of holding a 
city office. This evidence belongs to the second century and later, that is, like 
the sources used to demonstrate the mounting compulsion to hold offices.1% 
A different sort of pressure on local benefactors, that very “pervasive desire 
for repute and honor,” dated far back in the pre-Roman period.!”! "This desire 
has usually been associated with moral obligation or the “pleasure of giving 
and the moral duty to do so.”1% But moral duty is something that is not often 
easy to grasp. Aristides, Dio, and others avoided official obligations with some 
success. Others were not so lucky. People with “moral duty” therefore made 
up only a fraction of the entire population. And many were prepared to carry 
the burden of public office in order to elevate their status in the eyes of their 
fellow citizens. Aristides” refusal to accept an honorable burden is considered 
to have been anomalous for his time. But the person who had avoided an of- 
fice still could be praised for his moral duty when, for whatever reason, he fi- 
nally accepted that office, which happened largely because benefactions could 
only be voluntary.1% "The kings, benefactors par excellence, were expected to 
make benefactions at their own royal initiative or în response to a request.19+ 
Although the kings were not obliged to dispense favors, if they did not offer 
them, the legitimacy of their rule could be questioned, as it was by Polybios, 
who accused contemporary monarchs of being far less generous than their 
predecessors.1% 

Leadership in the cities was also based largely on generosity. Plutarch, in 
his Precepts on Statecrafi, referred to the same idea in the imperial period by 
saying that “the wealthy” (p/ous1o:) were expected to share their wealth. "These 
“wealthy ones” performed city offices in a generous fashion (p/0us10s). Lt was 
these very p/oustoi who competed among themselves for “reputation and power” 
inside Greek communities. Benefactions, especially lasting benefactions, such 
as public buildings, aqueducts, fountains, and other public works, were what 
socially distinguished these notables from the rest of the city population. Hon- 
orific inscriptions that commemorated these benefactions were a reflection of 
the separate position of such people and, at the same time, “a form of collec- 
tive self-presentation of the members of the local €lite.”1% 'The drive for so- 
cial prestige and the claim that one was performing one's moral duty to the 
fatherland blended in the second century into a series of honorific epithets, 
such as /eitourgo: (both benefactors in a general sense and officeholders who 


190. Dio Or. 46.3; Ulpian Dig. 50.4.6.1. See Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 32-41; Garnsey, 
“Aspects,” 0-12: “the post-Trajanic period,” “the early decades of the second century.” 

191. Jones, Dio, 20. 

192. Veyne, Le pain, 230; Kleijwegt, “Voluntary,” 72. 

193. Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 26-27. See 1.Smyrna 602.5-7 (A.D. 198-209). 

104. E.g., Dio Or. 1.23. 

195. Polyb. 5.88-90, esp. 90.5-6. 

196. Nijf, “Inscriptions and Civic Memory,” 26. 
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held office at a personal financial loss but with honor to themselves and to the 
city), “founders,” “saviors,” “fathers of the city,” and the like.1% 
Ideologically, such benefactions were presented as fruits of moral duty. 
“The desire to help the city as a motivation for benefactions from city clites was 
not new: it also dated to pre-Roman times.!% 'This pressure from social status 
took the form of moral duty and was largely responsible for leading even those 
people who had legal protection from performing public functions to embrace 
costly officeholding. Already in Hellenistic times, the phy/e Otorkonideis of 
Mylasa praised a certain Amyntas, who, in spite of having been freed from 
leitourgiai, agreed to undertake the gymnasiarchia of the neoi.1% Our evidence 
grows in the second century. One such person was Claudius Rufinus, a Soph- 
ist from Smyrna, who in spite of his freedom from /estourgiai accepted the 
generalship “voluntarily and under pressure.” "This phrase poses no contra- 
diction: it was the pressure of moral duty, in this case directly described as 
affection for his fatherland, that made him accept the office willingly.2% Other 
inscriptions from the imperial period, although they do not refer to voluntarity 
directly, concern similar situations: the high priest M. Sempronius Clemens 
in Stratonicea, the prophetes Ulpius Athenagoras in Miletus, and the doctor 


197. Plut. Praec.ger.reip. 29, 822a; Î..Stratonikeia 293.79 (Panamara, imperial period?) with 
Robert's commentary on the word movoiws in He/lenica, 13:224-225; Plut. Praec.ger.reip. 31, 
822f: mevnra 1mhovoiois vmep 56Ens kai Swvaorelas Saywwit6uevov. See Sartre, Asie 
Mineure, 250. Lasting benefactions as an old Greek tradition: Arist. Po/. 1321a.36-41. Honorific 
epithets: AM 32 (1907), 264, no. 8.Il, 1.62 (1st cent. B.c.); 34 (1909), 331 (the time of Caesar) 
with Hepding”s commentary on pp. 332-333; Î.Kyme 19.7 (2 B.C.—A.D. 14); MAMA VIII 484.14 
(Aphrodisias, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.);, FAM V 966.20-21 (Thyatira, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). “Savior” 
(soter) and “founder” (&ristes) had already begun to be applied to individual benefactors in the 
late Hellenistic and early Roman periods, but only to foreigners, it seems; for soter, see, e.g., 
L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:378 n. 4; but see also pp. 107, no. 8 (= VAMA VI 165): a local 
resident as soter (Tabae, undated), and 109-110, no. 11 (Labae, 1st cent. B.C. or the imperial 
period). For the meaning of these words, see Jean-Louis Ferrary, “Les inscriptions du sanctuaire 
de Claros en Phonneur de Romains,” BCH 124 (2000): 362-364. Probably the use of “savior,” as 
well as “founder,” also had its origin in the activities of Hellenistic monarchs; cf. an honorific 
decree from 'Teos for Antiochos III and Laodice III, which speaks of the evergesia and soteria of 
the king: SEG 41, 1003.1.20—22 (c.204-203 B.C.). “Father of the city”: Dagron and Feissel, /n- 
scriptions de Cihicie, 216-220, 264. Cf. Milet VI 2, 939.5-6:0 evepyeTns ev moMois Tfjs maTpi5os 
avTorrpoalpeTros (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). 

198. E.g., Michael Worrle, “Vom tugendsamen Jiingling zum “gesteBten” Euergeten: 
Uberlegungen zum Biirgerbild hellenistischer Ehrendekrete,” in Worrle and Zanker, Sradibild 
und Biirgerbild, 247-248. 

199. E.g., I.Mylasa 105.9-—10 (2nd cent. B.C.) and what seems to have been a similar case in a 
much more fragmented inscription: 120.6-7 (late Hellenistic period). 

200. Î.Smyrna 602.5—7 (A.D. 198-209) with E. Groag, “Claudius (316),” in RE 3 (1899), 2862. 
Pace Kleijwegt, “Voluntary,” 75: these words emphasize “the loss of freedom on behalf of the can- 
didate. Rufinus had been forced to undertake the strategia. . . . The voluntarity of his candidacy 
can then be found in that it was left to Rufinus to announce his own candidacy.” See Levy, “Etudes” 
(1899), 261; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 248. 
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Heraclitos, son of Heraclitos, in Rhodiapolis all performed their duties even 
though they had freedom from holding /eitourgiai.%! 


Women 


“The social status of women in the cities of Roman Asia changed significantly 
from what it had been in preceding times. Certain distributions were intended 
only for women and girls, which was unheard of in Hellenistic times. Women 
could even have their own gymnasiarchs, who also were women.2? References 
to distinguished mothers and grandmothers began to be used to substantiate 
claims of noble origin, and mothers were now mentioned alongside fathers of 
honorands.2% It is not surprising that children's names became composites of 
those of both parents.20* The high social status of women was further enhanced 
through various honorific titles, such as “daughter of the city” or “mother of 
the city” or “mother of the city council,” which had their parallels in honorific 
titles accorded by Greek cities of Asia and neighboring provinces to male no- 
tables.205 Women also began to receive such public honors as statues (e.g., Aurelia 
Lais, daughter of Kletos, from Magnesia, and Aba, mother of a local benefactor 
from Alabanda) and even public burials (the mother of Dio Chrysostom and 
Ammia, daughter of Diogenes, from Heraclea Salbake). "These were excep- 
tionally rare prizes even for males.2% Women therefore continued to ensure 


201. Î.Stratonikeia 10.9—13, 202.13, 293.5—9 (Panamara, imperial period?); I. Didyma 278.2— 
3 (2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); TAM II 910.16-17 (Rhodiapolis, imperial period). 

202. Î.Didyma 333 (c. late 3rd cent. A.D.), 353.10-—12, 360.6-8 (late 1st—early 2nd cent. A.D.), 
381.57 (early imperial period); MAMA VI 119 (= L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:173, no. 66).13— 
16 (Heraclea Salbake, late 1st cent. A.D.), Lanckorofski, Srădre, 1:177, no. 60.24 (Sillyum, imperial 
period). Gymnasiarch: OGI 479.14-15 (Dorylaeum, reign of Hadrian?). 

203. Î.Ephesos ll 630.1—10 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.), 980 (A.D. 180-192); 7. Erythrai 63.2-6 (c. A.D. 
240); Î.Didyma 182 (c. A.D. 230), 261.9—17 (2nd cent. A.D.?), 281.12-15 (1st cent. A.D.?), 310.10—11 
(late 3rd cent. A.D.?), 345 (2-1 B.C.), 301 (c.2nd cent. A.D.);, CIG II 2880.9—10 (Miletus, imperial 
period); Î.Stratonikeia 1322.8-12 (2nd cent. A.D.); SEG 47, 1584.4-7 (Stratonicea in Caria, impe- 
rial period), VAMA VIII 492b.5—8 (Aphrodisias, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); 7. Pergamon Il 523 (imperial 
period); TAM V 944, 966.12-—14, 976.10-15 (Ihyatira, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 952.49 (Thyatira, 
A.D. 217-218). 

204. E.g., I. Pergamon Il 525.6-9 (imperial period); SEG 45, 1558 (Panamara or Lagina, the 
2nd half of 3rd cent. A.D.) together with Ender Varinlioglu, “An Inscription from Panamara,” EA 
24 (1995): 91 ad Il.r1-6. 

205. TAM V 976.15—16 (Thyatira, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); REG 19 (1906): 110, no. 29.5, 
and MAMA VIII 492b.5 (Aphrodisias, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); OGI 545 (Ancyra, c. mid-2nd cent. 
A.D.). Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1962 and 1963, 23, no. 27: “mother of the city council” (near 
Syedra, 3rd cent. A.D.). “Son of the city”: SEG 47, 1575 (Lagina, c. A.D. 100), 1771 (Lermessus, 
late 2nd cent. A.D.); AE 1997, nos. 1486 and 1490 (Sagalassus, 1st-2nd cent. A.D.), with SEG 47, 
1763. Cf. Robert, Documents de 'Asie Mineure meridionale, 85—86: the “mother of the city council” 
(Syedra in Cilicia, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). 

206. Î. Magnesia 193 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); SEG 45, 1499 (Alabanda, “late Hellenistic 
period”); Dio Or. 44.3—4; MAMA VI 12 = L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:177, no. 71 (Heraclea 
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the stability of noble families, since some male lines are known to have died 
out, and also became publicly acknowledged as carriers of familial wealth and 
nobility.27 

Women occupied very few offices in Greek cities, however. One of them 
was the gymnasiarchia.2% Another was the stephanephoria, usually an epony- 
mous position. Farly in the first century B.C., Phile, daughter of Apollonios 
and wife of 'Lhessalos, became the first woman to occupy the stephanephoria 
in Priene. Cosconia Myrton held the eponymous stephanephoria three times 
in Smyrna. In Magnesia, luliana, daughter of Eustratos, son of Phanostrates, 
and wife of the high priest of Asia Alkiphron, not only was the first high priest- 
ess of Asia but also was the stephanephoros, gymnasiarch, priestess of Aphrodite, 
and priestess for life of the divine elder Agrippina.7P 





Salbake, imperial period). See also (2) in Aphrodisias: MAMA VIII 413d.5-6 and 5563.15 on Attalis 
Apphion, daughter of Menecrates, who was referred to as puls (2nd cent. A.D.)and SEG 45, 1502.14 
15 (c. A.D. 100-125?) Debord and Varinlioglu, Les Hautes Terres, 110-111, no. 5: public funeral for a 
woman by the local Foinon (Pisye, late Republican period). Males receiving public burials: Joyce M. 
Reynolds, “Honoring Benefactors at Aphrodisias: A New Inscription,” in Aphrodisias Papers 3: The 
Setting and Quarries, Mythological and Other Sculptural Decoration, Architectural Development, Por- 
tico of Tiberius, and Tetrapylon; Including the Papers Given at the Fourth International Aphrodisias 
Colloquium Held at King's College, London, on 14 March 1992, in Memory of Kenan T. Erim, €d. 
Charlotte Rouechc and R. R. R. Smith (Ann Arbor: Journal of Roman Archaeology, 1996), 124 (= 
SEG 46, 1393).3—5 (Aphrodisias, A.D. 50-75), with her commentary on pp. 124-126; I. Byzantion 
316 (late Hellenistic period); Strubbe, “Posthumous Honours,” 493. 'Lhis practice was thus ex- 
tended to women only gradually; certainly, public honors to women should be distinguished from 
similar acknowledgments of their merits, which were commissioned by private individuals, including 
women; sce, e.g., Kerstin Hoghammer, “Women in Public Space: Cos c.200 B.C. to A.D. 15-20,” in 
Sculptors and Sculpture of Caria and the Dodecanese, ed. lan Jenkins and Geoffrey B. Waywell (Lon- 
don: British Museum Press, 1997), 127-139. 

207. See IGR III zoo for a meticulously described genealogy of Licinia Flavilla, which was 
written on the sides of her sarcophagus (Oenoanda, late 2nd-early rd cent. A.D.). Cf. Reynolds, 
“New Evidence for the Social History,” 112. 

208. VAMA VI 1o7a = L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:172-—173, no. 64a (Heraclea Salbake, 
reign of Nero); L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:174, no. 67.6 (Heraclea Salbake, 1st cent. A.D.); AM 
37 (1912): 209, no. 25 (Pergamum, 2nd cent. A.D.); .Magnesia 158.7 (Roman period); Mi/er 17, 265.8— 
11 (late 2nd cent. A.D.2); 7. Ephesos III 980.5-6 (A.D. 180-192); IGR IV 1325 (= Pleket, Texts, no. 11).4— 
5 (Phocaea, 1st cent. A.D.; LW 314-318 (Euromus, Roman period); SEG 15, 532.1-5 (Chios, early 1st 
cent. A.D.; Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1962 and 1963, 34, no. 37b (Antioch ad Cragum, pre-Severan 
period). Lycia: IGR III 584.24-25 (Sidyma, 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.), FAM II 766 (= Pleket, Zexis, no. 
13).6 (Arneae, imperial period); III 122.4 (Termessus, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 137.4-5 (Termessus, 
2nd-3rd cent. A.D.?), Pamphylia: SEG 2, 696 (Attalea in Pamphylia, 2nd cent. A.D.), Lanckorofski, 
Stădte, 1:176, no. 59.23, and 177, no. 60.8 (Sillyum, imperial period). See also CIG III 51 32.4 (Cyrene, 
Roman period); Dieter Hagedorn, “Noch einmal: Weibliche Gymnasiarchen in Aegypten?” ZPE 110 
(1996): 157-158 (Roman Egypt); Braunstein, “Die politische Wirksamkeit,” 35, 40: only in Asia Minor 
and some other regions of the Greek world; Forbes, NEOI, 22 n.4. 

209. Î.Priene 208 (= Pleket, Zexts, no. 5).4—5 (early 1st cent. B.C.); /.Smyrna 731.24-25 (A.D. 
83); 1. Magnesia 158.1-9 (Roman period). See also LW 314-318 (Euromus, Roman period), Robert, 
Etudes Epigraphiques et philologiques, 133-134 (Chios, A.D. 192-198); L.. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 
2:172—173, n0. 6qa = MAMA VI 1o7a (Heraclea Salbake, reign of Nero), and 174, no. 67.9—10 
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Cocceia Popilliane held the eponymous prytaneia in Claros, and Flavia, 
daughter of Moschos, was honored by Phocaea as a prytanis.210 More than one 
inscription referring to women as prytane:s survived from Pergamum, Thyatira, 
and Ephesus. If the offered restorations prove to be correct, we also have two 
such inscriptions from Heraclea Salbake.?!! Other offices held by women were 
mentioned in inscriptions from Asia less frequently. One such office was the 
agonothesia.2!? In Thyatira, lulia luliana held the agonoihesia and lulia Menogenis 
occupied not only the agonorhesia but also the stephanephoria and prytaneia. Lulia 
Severa, daughter of Gaius, was the high priestess and agonothetis of the whole 
house of the divine Augusti in Acmonia.71!5 Women also held the Jemioureiai,21* 
priesthoods?15 and high priesthoods,?1€ and various other offices.217 





(Heraclea Salbake, 1st cent. A.D.); 7. Keramos 19.2 (reign of Hadrian); FAM V 976.15 (Thyatira, late 
2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); Milet 1 3, 128.17 (list of the city stephanephoroi, A.D. 31-32), 176 (3rd cent. A.D.); 
17, 265.7-8 (late 2nd cent. A.D.?); ]. Robert and L. Robert, Amyzon, 1:266, no. 68 (reign of Caligula). 
Braunstein, “Die politische Wirksamkeit,” 52-56. 

210. SEG 37, 973-2 (Claros, A.D. 171-172); IGR IV 1325 (> Pleket, Tex/s, no. 11).4—5 (Phocaea, 
1st cent. A.D.); cf. Braunstein, “Die politische Wirksamkeit,” 47-52, esp. 50: only in Asia. 

211. Pergamum: JGR IV 513.17-18 (imperial period), AM 35 (1910): 450, no. 31 (imperial 
period); 37 (1912): 298, no. 24, and 299, no. 25 (late 1st-2nd cent. A.D.), Thyatira: FAM V 952.8-— 
9 (Thyatira, A.D. 217-218), 954.11 (early 3rd cent. A.D.), 976.15 (hyatira, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); 
Ephesus: 7. Ephesos Il 733 (2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 893.6 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 980.4, 14-18 (A.D. 
180-192); VAMA VI 108 and 119 = L.. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:173, no. 66 (Heraclea Salbake, 
late 1st cent. A.D.). 

212. Milet | 7, 265.13—15 (late 2nd cent. A.D.2), L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:182, 
no. 79.6 (Heraclea Salbake, Roman period?); SEG 15, 532.5-6 (Chios, early 1st cent. A.D.), JGR IV 
1325 (= Pleket, Zexrs, no. 11).4—5 (Phocaea, 1st cent. A.D.); I.Perge | 47 (imperial period). 

213. TAM V 963.6-7 (Thyatira, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.), 976.15 (hyatira, late 2nd-ard cent. 
A.D.); MAMA VI 263.1-9 (Acmonia, 3rd cent. A.D.). 

214. E.g., IG XIL.6, 330.5, with the editor”s commentary ad hoc (Samos, 1st cent. A.D.); BE 
1970, no. 616 (Antioch by the Pyramus, Roman period); BCH 7 (1883): 283, no. 2.1722 (Tarsus, 
reign of Severus Alexander); Lanckorofski, Srădre, 1:176, no. 59.1—2, and 177, no. 61.8-10 (Sillyum, 
imperial period). In Tarsus and possibly in Sillyum, the Jemiourgos is thought to have been the 
city's yearly eponymous official; see Robert K. Sherk, “The Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, 
IV: “The Register,” ZPE 93 (1992), 249-250, 246; Braunstein, “Die politische Wirksamkeit,” 56- 
57; Veligianni-Terzi, “Damiurgen,” 149-150. 

215. MAMA VI roza (= L. Robert and ]. Robert, Care, 2:172—173, no. 64).2—3 (Heraclea 
Salbake, reign of Nero); FAM V 963.5-6 (Thyatira, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.), 972.7-8 (Thyatira, 1st 
cent. A.D.2); BCH 1 (1877): 288, no. 64.3 (Miletus, imperial period); AM 37 (1912), 299, no. 25 
(2nd cent. A.D.); FAM 11766 (= Pleket, 7exts, no. 13).5 (Arneae, imperial period), 1204.7-9 (Phaselis, 
2nd cent. A.D.); Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1964-1965, 31—32, no. 13.14-—15 (eastern Pamphylia); 
SNG von Aulock 2497 (Apollonia Salbake, reign of Septimius Severus), 3988 (Synnada, Phrygia, 
reign of Nero); cf. 8450. 

216. ÎI. Ephesos Il 637.15—17 (A.D. 132-214), 714.1-6 (imperial period), 933 (imperial period); 
1. Keramos 19.2 (reign of Hadrian), MAMA VI 263.6-9 (Acmonia, 3rd cent. A.D.); TAM V 954.6- 
7 (Thyatira, early 3rd cent. A.D.), 972.9 (Thyatira, 1st cent. A.D.2); CIG II 2818.1-4 (Aphrodisias, 
imperial period); 7. Magnesia 158.5-6 (Roman period), IGR 1 660.1-2 (Odessus in Moesia inferior, im- 
perial period); I.Side Il 112 (late zrd cent. A.D.); Lanckorofski, Stădre, 1:177, no. 60.3—4 (Sillyum, 
imperial period); Bean, Inscriptions of Side, 72, no. 191.9-11 (imperial period; from Sillyum: BE 
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The validity of the evidence for women holding the generalship and 
paidonomia has been questioned on the grounds that social norms would have 
prevented women from exercising these offices.218 But the status of these of- 
fices was not the same everywhere. For example, in Cyzicus, women held the 
hipparchia because this was the eponymous office of that city, as probably did 
Drusus, who had no political rights in Cyzicus.2!” Likewise, women also held 
offices in various social organizations, including the gerousia, religious commu- 
nities, and others.2% Probably, women also occupied positions in colleges, such 
as the protarcheia and boularchia, though this evidence is unreliable.?1 In the 
provincial period, officeholding by women extended to several new offices.222 





1967, no. 606); Archaiologikon deltion 22 (1967 [1969]), Chron. 458 (Mytilene, imperial period); 
Robert, G/adiateurs, 97, no. 38.5-6 (Serdica, reign of Marcus Aurelius), Mitford, Inscriptions of 
Kourion, 171—172, no. 91 (early imperial period). 

217. Milet 17, 265.8—13: choregia (late 2nd cent. A.D.2); AM 37 (1912): 299, no. 25: the basileia 
(Pergamum, 2nd cent. A.D.); 7.Assos 16.2—4 (before 2 B.C.), Lanckorofski, Srădre, 1:177, no. 60.5— 
6: hierophantis (Sillyum, imperial period); Robert, He/lenica, 11—12:447—448: the kotarchia in Miletus 
(imperial period); Lanckorofski, Stădre, 1:177, no. 60.9—11: dekaproteia (Sillyum, imperial period); 
F.Xanthos VII, no. 15: neokoria (Letoon, imperial period). 

218. Bremen, Limits, 79-80; see Milet 17, 265.8—13 (late 2nd cent. A.D.?), with Bremen, Limils, 
77-78. Cf. the female generalship in SNG von Aulock 2205-2206 (Smyrna, reign of Vespasian). 
“The possibility that the /spparchia was the eponymous office in other cities as well should not be 
rejected: Peter Weiss, “Eine Pelta, ein Hipparch und Smyrna,” EA 34 (2002): 146-147. For Amorgos 
and Cyzicus: Braunstein, “Die politische Wirksamkeit,” 57-58. 

219. E.g., BE 1972, no. 287 (imperial period), with the commentary of ]. Robert and L. Rob- 
ert on p. 428; cf. Robert, Etudes €pigraphiques et philologiques, 146. For women holding eponymous 
offices “almost by default”: Bremen, Limits, 57. 

220. Gerousiai: the gerousiarchia in I.Prusias ad Hypium 25.3 (2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.) regarded 
by the editor, Walter Ameling, as a hapax; for women as members of the gerousia, see BCH 7 (1883): 
452-455, no. III, col. 1, 1.47; col. 2, Il.21 and 23 (Sebaste in Phrygia, c. A.D. 99); IG X.2, 195.3—5, 
177 (Thessaloniki, 3rd cent. A.D.). Gymnasiarchia: ZPE 125 (1999): 139-140, no. 2 = SEG 49, 1522 
(Metropolis, early imperial period?); SEG 2, 696 (Attalea in Pamphylia, 2nd cent. A.D.). BE 1964, 
no. 413: archisynagogos and archisynagogissa in Christian and Jewish communities; Paul R. Trebilco, 
Jewish Communities in Asia Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1991), 104-113; Elena Miranda, 
“La comunită giudaica di Hierapolis di Frigia,” EA 31 (1999): 152; see SEG 49, 2035. See also 
MAMA VL 263.5-9 (honorific inscription by the gerousia of Acmonia, 3rd cent. A.D.); SEG 15, 532.6— 
7 (Chios, early 1st cent. A.D.). 

221. Protarcheia: MAMA VI 108 (Heraclea Salbake, late 1st cent. A.D.). From the picture 
(MAMA VI, pl. 20), it is still unclear what follows IIPQ in 1.3. See L. Robert and ]. Robert, Care, 
2:173, no. 65, with their commentary ad hoc. See also SNG von Aulock 3371-3373 (Acmonia, reign 
of Nero); cf. 8311. Boularchia: Î.Didyma 314.7 (2nd cent. A.D.), 315.10 (3rd cent. A.D.), Bremen, 
Limils, 80. 

222. E.g., 1. Priene 208 (> Pleket, Texts, no. 5).4—5 (early 1st cent. B.C.): the eponymous yearly 
office in Priene; see Sherk, “Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, IV,” 242. His explanation for 
I.Priene 208.45 (pp. 242-243) cannot be accepted, because this inscription is just one of those that 
point to women holding, for the first time, offices that had hitherto been occupied solely by men; 
..Assos 16.2—4 (before 2 B.C.) with Dmitriev, “Notes,” 105; Milet 1 3, 128.17 (A.D. 31-32). See, e.g., 
Braunstein, “Die politische Wirksamkeit,” 89; Magie, Roman Rule, 649. Cf. 1. Magnesia 158.5-6 
(Roman period). 
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But even in provincial times, no woman “seems to have held such an office as 
that of councilor, general, agoranomos or treasurer.” Administratively impor- 
tant offices remained closed to women, as they had been in the Hellenistic 
period.22 

When women did hold offices, it was usually without compensation and 
sometimes at considerable expense, as did lulia Iuliana in the already mentioned 
decree from '"Thyatira and Lalla, daughter of'Timarchos, from Arneae.2% Such 
offices were /e;tourgiai that could be held by other people without political 
rights, including foreigners and children. In the Roman period, the honor of 
these offices often became separated from their actual power: the function 
(exousia) of prytanis could be entrusted to someone who did not hold this po- 
sition, while the official distinctions of the errenarches could be vested in those 
who did not occupy that office.22% Even if women did în fact hold these offices 
and not merely pay for their authority, such posts had little effect on city ad- 
ministration.22 Although women occupied several new city offices in the pro- 
vincial period, their impact on local politics and city administration remained 
the same. None of the new developments resulted in a break with pre-Roman 
administrative practices. 

“This mixture of the old and new is particularly well demonstrated by the 
honors that women received from Asian cities. The number of such documents 
increased dramatically under the Romans, exhibiting the growing social im- 
portance of women. But when women were honored for their benefactions and 
officeholding, honors were paid to them as members of prominent families and 


223. Magie, Roman Rule, 649; Bremen, Limits, 55-81. 

224. TAM V 963.6-7 (Thyatira, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.);, TAM II 766 (= Pleket, Tears, 
no. 13).5-6 (Arneae, imperial period). Interestingly, her sister, Ase, was praised by the Jemos of 
Arneae only for her numerous virtues without any mention of officeholding or other benefactions; 
see TAM II 767 = Pleket, Texts, no. 15. 

225. L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:317-318, no. 108.7-11 (Sebastopolis, A.D. 116-117); 
IG XII.7, 239.1-10 (Minoa, late 2nd-early zrd cent. A.D.); 7. Central Pisidia 158 (Kocaaliler, after 
A.D. 212). 

226. Women occupying offices: Braunstein, “Die politische Wirksamkeit,” 28, 67-70, 90; James 
Donaldson, Woman: Her Position and Influence in Ancient Greece and Rome, and among the Early Chris- 
tians (New York: Longmans, Green, 1973), 237-238; Ufe Soldan, “Frauen als Funktionstrăgerinnen 
im Kaiserzeitlichen Ephesos: Die weiblichen Prytaneis,” in zoo Jahre dsterreichische Forschungen în 
Ephesos: Akten des Symposions Wien 1995, ed. Herwig Friesinger and Fritz Krinzinger (Vienna: Verl. 
der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1999), 115-119. Quass, although pointing out 
that women were in the same position as male officeholders (Fonoratiorenschicht, 321, 338-339), 
nevertheless acknowledged (313, 322, 340-341) that it was the ability to pay the high costs of such 
offices as the agonothesia and eymnasiarchia that made the holding of these offices by women and 
children possible. Women paying for their offices: Lewy, “De civili condicione,” 2-3; Pierre Paris, 
“Quatenus feminae res publicas in Asia Minore, Romanis imperantibus, attigerint” (diss., Paris: 
E. Thornin, 1891), 95; Chapot, Province, 158, 162; Liebenam, Sridreverwaltung, 285; Abbott and 
Johnson, Municipal Administration, 79; Robert, Etudes Epigraphiques et philologiques, 134 (and n.3); 
Magie, Roman Rule, 649-650, 1518 (n.50). 
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descendants of benefactors and officeholders. Even socially prominent women 
were still regarded first of all as members of their families.227 Not surprisingly, 
female public activities, like those of males, started to be evaluated by com- 
paring them with those of their ancestors and other relatives. For example, 
Epigone, daughter of Artemon, from Mantinea, was praised for imitating and 
equaling her husband in generosity. An honorific inscription for Claudia, 
daughter of Andronicus, from Patara, said that her benefactions reminded the 
people of the magnanimity of her husband, a prominent benefactor in his own 
right. "The generosity of Atalante from Termessus was said to have followed 
the example of her ancestors. A woman from Sparta was praised for having 
performed public functions in a manner “worthy of the nobility of her family 
and fatherland.”228 Dio says that his mother received from Prusa not only a 
statue but also a public burial, an exceptional honor that Dio does not men- 
tion for any other member of his family. It could well be that his mother came 
from a more noble family than that of his father, and that such honors reflected 
the prestige of her family in the city. "The honors that women received from 
the city further increased the prominence of the family as a whole and its in- 
dividual members, including other women. 

“The social context of women's public activities in Asian cities is most vis- 
ibly displayed by the official honors that they received not for their benefac- 
tions or officeholding but for their social status or, in other words, simply by 
virtue of their belonging to leading families of such cities as 


Smyrna: “the council and the people honored Claudia Paulina, daughter of 
Claudius Paulinus who was the /ipparchos, prytanis, agoranomos, trea- 
surer, boularchos, gymnasiarch, hoplite general, neokoros, grammatophylax, 
dekaprotos, secretary of the Olympic games.” 

Pergamum: “the people honored Philotera, daughter of Limnaios, for good 
services rendered to it by her father Limnaios and for the virtue and 
goodwill toward the people of her husband Kiniskos and for Philotera”s 
own piety toward the gods.” 

Aphrodisias: “the council and the people also honored with duly and con- 
spicuous honors the late Neaira Ammia, daughter of Menekleus, who 
became the wife of Metrodoros, son of Metrodoros the son of Demetrios, 
and who lived orderly and moderately.” 


227. Î.Didyma 381.0-5, 7-14 (early imperial period), MAMA VIII 564.4-6 (Aphrodisias, 
imperial period); SEG 48, 1700 (Cyaneae, imperial period); Lanckorofiski, Srădre, 1:177, no. 60.1-— 
14 (Sillyum, imperial period); Bremen, Limits, 42. 

228. „Sy1l.3783.30-—34, 39-43 (Mantinea, late 1st cent. B.C.); SEG 46, 1715.13—16 (Patara, reign 
of Hadrian), TAM III 4.7-15 (Termessus, late 2nd cent. A.D.) with Nijf, “Inscriptions and Civic 
Memory,” 21-36; SEG 36, 353.8—11 (reign of Marcus Aurelius or Commodus). See also 7.Side II 
112 (late 3rd cent. A.D.). 

229. Dio Or. 44.3—4. Cf., e.g., I.Didyma 140.1-5 (€. A.D. 100). 
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Synnada: “the council and the people honored Ulpia Saturnina, daughter of 
Ulpias Lykinos, the benefactor of the city by descendance and the advocate 
of the most sacred treasury; the wife of Iulius Moschos, stephanephoros, 
descendant of the high priests of Asia; the mother of Iulius Lykinos, the 
benefactor of the fatherland by descendance and advocate of the trea- 
sury, and of lulia Marcellina, the high priestess of the temples of Asia 
in Pergamum, and of Iulianus, who are of service to the fatherland.”2%0 


“The greater part of such inscriptions was made up by references not to 
women but to their fathers, husbands, and other members of their families, 
including children. 

“The increase in the amount of evidence for benefactions by women, in- 
cluding officeholding, was a consequence of the change in their social status 
in the provincial period. Like males, women began to be referred to as “de- 
scendants” of distinguished benefactors and officeholders, which facilitated 
their access to similar offices and brought honor to them, as well as furthering 
that of their families. Many women directly followed their parents by hold- 
ing the same offices.2%2 Another display of the familial context of female 
officeholding was that husbands and fathers often helped women to hold offices 
by making benefactions of various sorts. A decree from Miletus refers to the 
virgin Apollonia who was helped in her /ydrophoria by various benefactions 
provided by her father. In a sense she was holding this office with him. An- 
other decree, in honor of Hieronis, daughter of Menesthos, from Heraclea 
Salbake, refers to her holding offices using the money that had been left spe- 
cifically for this purpose by her late husband.2%% 

“The familial context of female officeholding manifested itself most promi- 
nently in the joint holding of offices by husbands and wives. Our evidence 
for this practice is limited to such offices as the agonorhesia, gymnasiarchia, 
stephanephoria, prytaneia, demiourgia, and a variety of priesthoods. One such 
couple jointly performed the high priesthood and dedicated the bathhouse at 


230. I.Smyrna 644.1—14 (postmortem honors, reign of Hadrian or later); AM 35 (1910), 
466, no. 47.1-6 (Pergamum, imperial period); see also 4 37 (1912): 280, no. 2 (imperial pe- 
riod); I. Pergamon II 492 (1st cent. A.D.?), 513, and 522 (imperial period), and III 38.5—12 (reign 
of Hadrian?), MAMA VIII 472 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); for her husband, see no. 473; 
MAMA VI 373.1-22 (Synnada, late 2nd cent. A.D.). See also /.Ephesos VIL.1, 3009 (c. mid-ard 
cent. A.D.) with Hellmann, Choix, 92-93, no. 31; CIG II 2817 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); 
SEG 48, 1472 (Sardis, c. A.D. 50), with the editors” commentary ad hoc; 7. Di4yma 363a (late 3rd 
cent. A.D.); Î.Knidos 1 321 (late Hellenistic period?); /.Se/ge 17 (reign of the Severi); 7. Byzantion 
323 (after A.D. 212); Î.Kibyra 7I (c. A.D. 200); SEG 48, 1754 (luliosebaste? imperial period). 

231. E.g., REG 19 (1906): 94, no. 9.8-12 (Aphrodisias, imperial period). 

232. L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:174, no. 67 (Heraclea Salbake, 1st cent. A.D.); MAMA 
VI 373.1-22 (Synnada, late 2nd cent. A.D.). 

233. Î.Didyma 312.18—23 (early 2nd cent. A.D.), L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:182, 
no. 79.3—11 (Heraclea Salbake, Roman period?). 
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their own expense for the city of Ceramus. Hierocles, son of Hermophantes, was 
the high priest and stephanephoros and three-time gymnasiarch, and his wife, 
Aristonike, daughter of Aristocrates, was the high priestess and stephanephoros. 
“Three women from the prominent family of Plancii Magniani, from Selge, held 
the agonothesia in that city in the early second century. One of them, Aurelia 
Xenoniana Maidate, did it jointly with her husband. “he city of Thyatira hon- 
ored M. Aur. Diadochus, who was the son of Moschianos, son of Moschianos 
the son of Alexandros, the prytanis, and of the late Aurelia 'Tryphose, the 
prytanis.2%* Likewise, husbands and wives jointly held the priesthood and high 
priesthood and the office of the neopoios. Whenever such evidence from Asia has 
a precise dating, it never antedates the first century A.D.2%5 Similar cases have 
been documented on lower administrative levels than that of the entire city, as 
demonstrated by an honorific inscription for Cleoboulos lason and Strateia, who 
jointly held the gymnasiarchia during a festival in Panamara.2% 

Although the evidence is often insufficient and remains debated, it is dif- 
ficult to believe that women always held priestly offices only as consorts to 
males.2 Inscriptions from preprovincial and provincial periods demonstrate 
that women could occupy priestly posts in their own right.25 "These were of- 
fices that required expenditures from their holders but did not have any ad- 
ministrative importance, which was in line with pre-Roman attitudes. Joint 
officeholding by husbands and wives was therefore an extension of the prac- 
tice of familial benefactions, including familial officeholding, rather than a 
result of deliberate Roman influence. One should not be deceived by the fact 


234. Î.Keramos 19 (reign of Hadrian), IG XIL.5, 659.8—10, 660.9-11 (Syros, both from reign 
of Hadrian), 662.6-8 (A.D. 166-169), 663.7-8, 30-31 (A.D. 183); TAM II 838a (= IGR III 649).5— 
6, 848.2—4, 802.12 (Idebessus, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); I.Se/ge 15.10-12, 15—17, 20 (late 2nd-early 
3rd cent. A.D.); and (2) FAM V 931.8—13, 944 (Thyatira, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 952.49 (Thyatira, 
A.D. 217-218); Bremen, Limits, 125. 

235. Priesthood: e.g., Z..Stratonikeia 15.5 (Panamara, imperial period); SEG 47, 1585.1-5 
(Lagina, reign of Antoninus Pius); TAM II 665.11-13 (Cadyanda, imperial period), 831.2—3, 838a 
(= GR III 649).5—7 (ldebessus, imperial period); 7.Perge | 47 (imperial period). High priesthood: 
e.g., /.Keramos 19 (reign of Hadrian); /.Didyma 279.10—16 (early 2nd cent. A.D.); TAM V 931, 944 
(Thyatira, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 966.12—14 (Thyatira, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); cf. . Magnesia 158.5— 
6 (Roman period) and (?) 7. Ephesos III 98o (A.D. 180-192). Neopoios: e.g., 1. Ephesos III 962.67 (2nd- 
3rd cent. A.D.). See van Bremen, Limits, 114-115, 118. 

236. E.g., SEG 47, 1587 (Lagina, reign of Antoninus Pius or Marcus Aurelius); 7..Stratonikeia 
275.710, 276.5-8, 277-4-8 (Panamara, Roman period). 

237. E.g., Kearsley, “Archiereiai of Asia,” 183, 185 (n.11), 186 (n.15), 190; Rosalinde A. 
Kearsley, “Asiarchs, Archiereis and Archiereiai ot Asia: New Evidence from Amorium in Phrygia,” 


» 


EA 16 (1990): 69-80. However, although the cases are similar, they deal with an office that was not 
relevant to Greek city administration. Cf. Michael Worrle, “Neue Inschriftenfunde aus Aizanoi 
1,” Chiron 22 (1992), 368-370. Lykiarchissai: Magie, Roman Rule, 1612; Bremen, Limits, 118 n.17. 
For the west of the empire: Mackie, Loca/ Administration, 63. 

238. E.g., Welles, RC, no. 36.10-13: a letter of Antiochos III concerning the appointment of 
the high priestess (204 B.C.). For the rest of the empire: e.g., CIL II 3278 (Castulum in Spain), XII 
1904 (Vienna). 
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that the evidence for joint holding of priesthoods by husbands and wives ante- 
dates that for “civic offices.”2% This only repeated the pattern of female 
officeholding in general: women came to hold priesthoods much earlier than 
any other offices. 

Officeholding was only one of the activities that could be jointly performed 
by husband and wife. In Ephesus, M. Aur. Agathopus attended to the mys- 
teries with his consort, Maia, daughter of Nereis, and with their children and 
descendants. Midias, son of Germanos, dedicated the image of Zeus Pandemos 
together with his wife, Apphia, having performed the agonorhesia for his sons 
Cleander and Demosthenes in Hadrianoi. Lalla, from Arneac, together with 
her husband set up a statue of 'Trajan. Apollonios, son of Apollonios, joined 
his wife and children in honoring Trajan in Perge. Husband and wife could 
also occupy the same profession, as demonstrated by an epitaph from Pergamum 
for Pantheia, wife of the doctor Glykon and herself a doctor. Joint officeholding 
by husband and wife appears to have been only another form of familial bene- 
factions.2* It is not surprising, therefore, that one of the main virtues of fe- 
male benefactors was that they acted in line with their ancestors and other 
members of the family. Women were lkewise praised for maintaining familial 
virtues: “the people honored with funeral rites Ammia, daughter of Diogenos, 
the son of Sosthenos, who lived orderly and in chastity and worthily of the 
reputation of her ancestors” (Heraclea Salbake). Of Apphia, daughter of 
Menestheus, from Aphrodisias, it was said that “she lived worthily of her an- 
cestors and her husband.”2*! This conformity was designated by essentially 
the same expressions that were applied to male benefactors, including child 
benefactors, and covered officeholding as well.2? 

“The position of women in public life was strikingly different in the west. 
Even in imperial Rome, where women could have amazingly large fortunes, 
their official r6le in political and administrative life was not significant, and 
the corresponding evidence is scarce.2* According to Ulpian, women were not 
allowed by Roman law to hold any public office, which put them in the same 
position as minors: “Women are debarred from all civil and public functions 


239. Bremen, Limils, 133. 

240. Î.Ephesos IV 1069.5-8 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), /. Hadrianoi und Hadrianeia 126.46 
(Hadrianea, A.D. 128-129); TAM Il 759 = Pleket, Zex/s, no. 16 (c. A.D. 101-102); J.Perge 1 75 
(c. A.D. 102). Husband and wife: Pleket, 7ex/s, no. 20 (Pergamum, 2nd cent. A.D.), with a similar 
epitaph in Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1962 and 1963, 43, no. 47 > Pleket, Texrs, no. 27 (from near 
Anemurium, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); cf. SEG 49, 1435: husband and wife are praised as benefactors of 
the city (Nysa, reign of Hadrian). 

241. MAMA VI 12 = L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:177, no. 71 (Heraclea Salbake, im- 
perial period); MAMA VIII 470.10-11 (Aphrodisias, imperial period) with SEG 49, 1420: inscrip- 
tion on a tomb of FI. Apphia (1st cent. A.D.). 

242. Child-benefactors: 7.Didyma 381.3—4 (early imperial period). 

243. See, e.g., later evidence in SHA Heliog. 4.3: on the senaculum of women and other rele- 
vant information; cf. Lewy, “De civili condicione,” 3; Chapot, Province, 162. 
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and therefore cannot be judges or hold a magistracy or bring a lawsuit or in- 
tervene on behalf of anyone else or act as procurators. Likewise, someone who 
is not grown up must abstain from all public functions.”2** As a result, when 
the r6le of women in imperial Rome comes under consideration, the activities 
of only a few personalities appear to be relevant to public affairs. But even then, 
we see no overall picture of women's r6le in public affairs but only a series of 
unconnected examples of how some Roman women could advance their social 
prominence and that of their families. Even though women never occupied 
any public office, with the exception of certain sacral posts, their activity in 
public life was regarded as unusual and tolerable only for those who belonged 
to ruling families.2% Public opinion was strongly against women's interference 
in politics or military affairs: any such act was accompanied by the criticism of 
contemporaries. The most famous example of this criticism comes from a 
speech to the senate by A. Caecina Severus, who, after offering evidence for 
women's misconduct in the provinces, urged that governors stop the practice 
of setting out for provinces in the company of their wives.2% 

It is therefore difficult to agree with the conclusion that “women threw 
themselves into politics and even came to govern the Republic,” which is often 
extended to the imperial period as well.2* "There was no administrative insti- 
tution that would allow women to directly take part in Roman public life. Al- 
though Roman women could have a certain influence on public life through 
friends and clients, as well as through members of their families and husbands, 
it was always an indirect influence whose extent necessarily depended on the 
political regime, on the whims of the emperor or his entourage, and on nu- 
merous other circumstances.2% Like Italy, western provinces do not provide 


244. Ulpian Dig. 50.17.2. 

245. For the tradition of discussing the political râle of Roman women almost exclusively by 
referring to a number of the same personalities from the “high society” of Rome: e.g., Clarisse Bader, 
La femme romaine (Paris: Didier, 1877); Gugliemo Ferrero, The Women of the Caesars (New York: 
Century Co., 1911); Claudine Herrmann, Le râ/e judiciaire et politique des femmes sous la Republique 
romaine (Brussels: Latomus; Revue d'ctudes latines, 1964). Two more recent such works stop with 
the death of Nero: Richard A. Bauman, Women and Politics in Ancient Rome (London and New York: 
Routledge, 1992); Susan E. Wood, Imperial Women: A Study in Public Images, 40 B.C.—A.D. 68 
(Leiden: E. ]. Brill, 1999). 

246. 'Tac. Ann. 3.33; cf. 2.55. Certainly, this, as well as other such instances, should be treated 
cautiously, but it is not the only known example of interference in public administration or mili- 
tary affairs by the wives of high-ranking Roman officials. The speech of A. Caecina Severus failed 
to persuade the senators to introduce such a regulation, but afterward governors became person- 
ally responsible for the conduct of their wives and the consequences of their misconduct; see Ulpian 
Dig. 1.16.4.2. See also Tac. Fist. 1.48, Ann. 2.55.5, and in general MacMullen, “Women's Power,” 
Klio 68 (1986), 433. 

247. Herrmann, R6/e judiciaire, 108. 

248. Friends and clients: Liisa Savunen, “Women and Elections in Pompeii,” in Women în 
Antiquity: New _Assessments, ed. Richard Hawley and Barbara Levick (London and New York: 
Routledge, 1995), 196. 
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us with plentiful information on female public activity. We have evidence only 
for women holding sacral posts, either of goddesses or of members of the im- 
perial family. The word Juumuira, which in one inscription was applied to a 
woman, is thought to have been an honorary title similar to that of consularis 
femina 2 

“The contrast with the Greek east, which had a longer and stronger tradi- 
ton ofwomen's and children's participation in public life, is evident. Even though 
certain changes took place during the imperial period in the Latin west, the role 
of'women and children in public life there was still much more limited.2% Women 
in the west could engage in beneficiary activities, to the extent that they were 
honored as patrons of local communities. Significantly, in the west too, female 
beneficiary activity was perceived as a component of familial generosity.75! Par- 
allels in the language of honorific inscriptions for women in the east and west 
have been established. But such inscriptions from the west are very few and, quite 
expectedly, mention only several positions occupied by women.2? A similar 
contrast between the west and the east can be seen in familial officeholding. Since 
women in the west did not occupy any offices other than sacral ones, it is not 
surprising that the only offices there that husband and wife could hold together 
were priestly posts. he union of /laminica and flamen is thought to have occurred 
in the Latin west only after the reign of Augustus.25 "The situation appears to 
have been quite different in the Greek east. But, significantly, in spite of these 
differences, the posts occupied by women in both the west and the east were not 
of administrative importance. 


249. CIL VIII 9407 (= JLS 6883).6—7 (Caesarea in Mauretania) with Mommsen's commen- 
tary ad hoc. The consularis femina in, e.g., CIL VIII 8993.5-6 (Sitifis in Mauretania). Priestesses 
of goddesses: LS 3338.5 (Verona), 6486-—7 (Italia), 6092.8-11 (Transpadana). Priestesses of mem- 
bers of the imperial family: e.g., JLS 121 (Gaul), 3342, 4923-4925 (Rome and Campania). 

250. E.g., Savunen, “Women and Elections,” 204 n.10: on the participation of women in 
contiones. 

251. E.g., Mika Kajava, “A New City Patroness?” 7yche 5 (1990): 27—36; Mario Torelli, “Donne, 
domi nobiles ed evergeti a Paestum tra la fine della repubblica e Pinizio dell'impero,” in Les Elites 
municipales de L'Italie peninsulaire des Gracques â Neron. Actes de la 'Table ronde internationale de 
Clermont-Ferrand (1991), ed. Mireille Cebeillac-Gervasoni (Naples-Rome: Centre Jean Bcrard; Ecole 
frangaise de Rome, 1996), 153-178. 

252. For example, Elizabeth P. Forbis, “Women's Public Image in Italian Honorary Inscrip- 
tions,” A7P 111 (1990): 498, managed to find only thirty-two such inscriptions in Italy, with the 
exception of Rome, in the first three centuries A.D., and only two of them refer to positions (sacral) 
occupied by women; see 508-510: 'Table I, nos. 5 and 15. Her comparison of individual women 
from the west and east, which was intended to demonstrate the overall similarity of the language of 
such inscriptions and of the perception of women's public image, reveals in fact a fundamental 
difference (496-497): whereas Cassia Cornelia, a priestess of the Augusta, was praised for her gen- 
erosity, Lolla from Arneae was honored not only for her priesthood of the emperor's cult and for 
her generosity but also because she had performed the gymnasiarchia “for free.” 

253. Fishwick, Imperial Cult în the Latin West, 1(1):165-166; Mackie, Local Administration, 63. 
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Most offices in the cities of Hellenistic Asia survived into the provincial pe- 
riod, serving as further evidence for continuity in local administration under 
the Romans. It is the appearance of new offices that is considered by many to 
be the most visible result of Roman influence on Greek cities. | 


“The Logistai 


“The /ogistai are usually regarded as counterparts to the Roman curatores; they 
audited the finances not only of Greek cities but also of the city councils, 
gerousiai, and other social organizations.? The majority of inscriptions men- 


1. Marquardt, Staatsvermaltung, 1:213—215; Ramsay, Cities, 63 (dekaprotoi), 369 (logistai); Levy, 
“Etudes” (1899), 287 (eirenarches);, Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:199 (ekdikos, timetes, politographos). CE. 
Marquardt, Staatsvermaltung, 1:347—348; Nigdelis, Politeuma kai Koinonia, 412. 

2. City council: Ramsay, Cities, 042, no. 535 = IGR IV 652 (Acmonia, c.2nd cent. A.D.), 
with his commentary ad hoc. Gerousia: 1. Ephesos la 15-16 (letter of an emperor concerning du- 
ties of /ogistes, 2nd cent. A.D.), 25 (Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus to the /ogistes of gerousia, 
A.D. 162-163), INI 618.12, 19 (e. A.D. 140); Î.Erythrai 516.5—8 (Clazomenae, 2nd cent. A.D.); 
Ramsay, Cities, 642, no. 535 = IGR IV 652 (Acmonia, c.2nd cent. A.D.). See Burton, “Curator,” 
487. See also 7. Tra/leis | 50.6—11 (imperial period); I. Prusias ad Hypium 10.9—10 (before A.D. 212); 
TAM V 515.48 (Maeonia, imperial period). "The /ogistai as counterparts of the curatores: CJ. 
1.543; Ramsay, Cities, 369; Chapot, Province, 254; L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:318; Jones, 
Greek City, 136; Langhammer, „Sre/lung, 166; Lintott, Imperium Romanum, 123; Sartre, Asie 
Mineure, 246; Schwertheim ad I. Hadrianoi und Hadrianeia 46.2; Poljakov ad 1. Tralleis | 74.5; 
Blimel ad /./asos 10.5; Noll€ and Schindler ad 7..Se/ge 26.7; Maria Domitilla Campanile, “II kotvov 
di Bitinia. Be.Ovwăpxat e ăpxovres Toi kowov Tov ev Berdwiaq 'EXinvuv,” SCO 43 (1993 
[1995]): 355; Dignas, Economy, 135. 
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tioning /ogistai in the cities of Asia contain mere references to them without 
any further details.* Ephesus and Aphrodisias occupy a special place with re- 
spect to both the number of inscriptions referring to /ogstas in these cities and 
the scope of the information which they offer. In addition to two imperial let- 
ters, both from the second century, concerning the /ogsteia of the local gerousia, 
Ephesus has produced a whole series of inscriptions referring to its /ogistai, 
which date from about the mid-second to mid-third century.* 

"These inscriptions are not very informative about the /ogistera.” "Three of 
them refer to the imperial legates to Asia who also performed the duties of the 
logisteia in Ephesus: M. Lucceius Torquatus, C. lulius Philippus, and T. 
Oppius 'Tertullus.6 "The /ogistes C. Iulius Philippus was a native of Tralles. It 
is quite possible that at least one of the three known 'Tertullae in Ephesus was 
related to T. Oppius Tertullus.” "The evidence thus hints that at least some of 
the /ogistai dispatched by the Romans to Asia belonged to the clite of that prov- 
ince, as did, in particular, M. Ulpius Damas Catullinus, an asiarch, who was 
sent by Hadrian to the city of Trapezopolis.8 

Inscriptions from Aphrodisias refer to such /ogrstai as C. Iulius Philippus, 
L. Claudius Eudaemon, and twice to M. Ulpius Appuleius Furycles, as well 
as several more whose names do not survive, all from the time of Commodus 
or later.” "The two inscriptions that refer to Ulpius Eurycles prove to be the 


3. "The most recent list of the /ogistai is that of Burton, “Curator,” 482-487. Burton orga- 
nized his references chronologically and did not make use of Inschrifien griechischer Stădte aus 
Kleinasien. His list did not include the already published inscription from Tiberiopolis (MAMA 
VIII 333) and one published only later from Aezani (MAMA IX 26). Magie, Roman Rule, 1455— 
1456, collected such evidence from regions neighboring Asia. 

4. I.Ephesos la 15-16, 25, and two following notes. 

5. I.Ephesos IL 304.15—17 (honors to Gordian III, A.D. 238-244), 304a.12—13 (honors to his wife 
Furia Sabinia, A.D. 241-244), INI 611.6-8 (A.D. 152-180), 805 (honorific inscription for the /egatus of 
the dioikesis of Ephesus, A.D. 218-235), doubted in SEG 41, 976; IV 1230 (= SEG 36, 1030).12-13 
(honorific inscription for Caracalla, A.D. 213-217). See also SEG 41, 1394 (= /.Alexandreia Troas 
T 129, no. 2).4-6 (3rd cent. A.D.). 

6. M. Lucceius Torquatus: 7. Ephesos INI 696 (see in F. v. Ephesos IV, no. 41).6-9, dated to the 
late 160s A.D. in /.Ephesos and to the reign of Commodus by Franz Miltner, “Lucceius,” in RE 13 
(1927), 1561-1562, nos. 18-19; see also Werner Eck, “Lucceius [II 4] M. L. Torquatus Bassianus,” 
in NPauly 7 (1999), 459. C. lulius Philippus: 7. Ephesos VIL.r, 3049, 3050 (> F. v. Ephesos III, 
no. 50).2-6 (early 3rd cent. A.D.?). T. Oppius Tertullus: 7. FEphesos VIL.2, 4341 (= F. o. Ephesos IV, 
no. 41).4-7, dated to the reign of Marcus Aurelius in 7. Ephesos and to c. the 160s in SEG 4, 519. 

7. See Keil's comments ad F. v. Ephesos III, no. 5o and IV, no. 41. For these Tertullac, see 
1.Ephesos UL 643c with (?) 715a, 810.6, 982 (reign of Commodus). 

8. MAMA VI 60 = OGI 492, where he is referred to as epimeletes (Trapezopolis, A.D. 117-— 
138). For a similar trend in western provinces, see Robert Duthoy, “Curatores,” 234; Boatwright, 
Hadrian, 13—]5. 

9. For the first two, see CIG II 2700-2791; Reynolds (4phrodisias, 184-185) suggested dat- 
ing them to the second century; Burton (“Curator,” 482) dated the inscription of Philippus to the 
reign of Commodus and that of Eudaemon to A.D. 200-210. For other references to unnamed /ogistai 
in Aphrodisias, see Reynolds, Aphrodisias, 185, 192—197. 
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most informative. According to one of them, he had already been /ogistes in 
Aphrodisias when the synod of artists from that city requested him to make 
decisions about financial matters relating to a festival established with be- 
queathed money. In the other inscription, Ulpius Eurycles authorized the fa- 
ther of an athletic champion to take the money from the heirs of the founder 
in accordance with the command of the /ogistes for the purpose of setting up a 
statue of his victorious son.!0 

“The dating of the appearance of the /ogistai in Asia poses a certain prob- 
lem. Walter Liebenam, the first to offer a separate, thorough treatment of the 
logistai, asserted that all the known epigraphical and Literary evidence for the 
curatores dates to the reign of 'Trajan and later.!! Some scholars, however, use 
two pieces of literary evidence to date the origin of the /ogstai to pre-Trajanic 
times, either to the reign of Nero, with reference to the text of Philostratus, 
who spoke about the quarrel between the Sophist Nicetes and a certain Rufus, 
or to the late first century, the reign of Nerva, with reference to Ulpian”s quo- 
tation in the Digest.!? 

According to David Magie, the text of Philostratus offers no clear evidence 
for the activity of the /ogistai in the cities of Asia during the time of Nero; 
Graham P. Burton has observed that the manuscript tradition of Philostratus”s 
text leaves it uncertain whether he was referring to Nero or Nerva.!5 However, 
the dating of the activities of Nicetes, a Sophist from Smyrna, to Nero's reign 
tipped the scale in favor of the earlier period.!* But if we accept that the first 
imperial /ogistai appeared under Nero, then, keeping in mind that Burton him- 
self doubted the validity of such evidence from Domitian's time and left it out 
of his list of the /ogistai in Asia, we are left with a gap of almost half a century 
ull the reign of 'Trajan, when we next hear of a /ogrstes, in Apateira. From then 
on , the evidence for the /ogszai in Asia continues uninterrupted into the third 


10. OGI 509 (= Reynolds, Aphrodisias, 184-197, no. 57 = Rouechc, Performers, no. 50).4 (c. 
early 18os A.D.?) dated by Burton (““Curator,” 482) to the reign of Commodus; MAMA VIII 505 (= 
Reynolds, Aphrodisias, no. 58 = Roueche, Performers, no. 79).15-20 (c€. A.D. 1902) with Roueche's 
commentary on p. 213. For his career, see Rosalinde Kearsley, “M. Ulpius Appuleius Eurykles of 
Aezani Panhellene, Asiarch and Archiereus of Asia,” Antichthon 21 (1987): 49-56. 

11. Walter Liebenam, “Curator rei publicae,” Phi/ologus 56 (1897): 201-293 with a brief sum- 
mary of the preceding scholarship on p. 291 nn. 1 and 3. 

12. Philostr. VS, p. 512; see Langer, “Power and Propaganda,” 57. Ulpian Dig. 43.24.3-4. 
Marquardt, Staatsvermaltung, 1:163; Stahl, Imperiale Herrschafi, 128. Burton, “Curator,” 465— 
467, did not indicate this evidence in his table of the /ogistai in Asia (pp. 482-483). Stephen 
Mitchell, “Iconium and Ninica,” Historia 28 (1979): 423, referred to IGR III 264, which men- 
tions L.. Calpurnius Orestes as the /ogistes of the colony of Iconium, and dated it to post-Hadrianic 
times. But it might be that the /ogistai appeared in Roman colonies at an earlier date. 

13. Magie, Roman Rule, 1454 (n.13)-1455; cf. Liebenam, Stâdtevermaltung, 292 (n.5): not 
Verginius Rufus. Vidman, rude, 44, noted the danger of confusing curatores with correctores (see 
note 17). Burton, “Curator,” 482. 

14. PIR?, N 83; Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 9 (n.1). 
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century.!5 This chronological gap makes it hard to accept the reign of Nero as 
a starting point for the appointment of /ogista: in Asian cities. Farlier, Liebenam 
had discounted the possibility of dating the origin of the /ogistai to the reign of 
Nerva. "Their appearance, therefore, has been conventionally dated to the 
Trajanic period, in both the western and eastern parts of the Roman empire.16 
It is tempting to consider the earliest such officials as appointed ad hoc, in 
connection with some particular event. As time went on, the appointment of 
these officials may have become regularized.!” 

“The first of the two main conclusions drawn by Burton in his analysis of 
the /ogstai in the cities of Asia was that there was no change in the appoint- 


15. IGR IV 1660 (Fatoikia Tyris in Lydia, reign of Trajan); see also 1662.7—17 (Fatoikia Tyris 
in Lydia, A.D. 175). See, e.g., Burton's list of /ogistai in Asia (“Curator,” 482-483). He, however, 
also included those /ogistai who were local appointees; see 484, no. 4 (= TAM V 517); 485, no. 16 
(= 1. Pralleis 1 74); 487, no. 38a (= TAM V 868). 

16. Liebenam, Stădtevermaltung, 292-293 (with notes). See, in general, Ludwig Hahn, Rom 
und Romanismus im griechisch-romischen Osten (Leipzig: Dietrich, 1906), 224; Stevenson, Roman 
Provincial Administration, 178; Vidman, Eude, 44; Edward Dabrowa, L "Asie Mineure sous les Flaviens: 
Recherches sur la politique provinciale (Wroctaw: Ossolineum, 1980), 78; Bruce F. Harris, “Bithynia: 
Roman Sovereignty and the Survival of Hellenism,” in ANRW 7.2 (1980), 886. The appearance of 
the curatores in the west has been dated to the Trajanic period as well; see Giuseppe Camodeca, 
“Ricerche sui curatores rei publicae,” in ANRW 13 (1980), 474-475 (for Italy). Franqois Jacques, 
Les curateurs des cits dans POccident romain de Trajan â Galhien: Eudes prosopographiques (Paris: 
Nouvelles Editions Latines, 1983), 19-22, started his list of dated curatores rei publicae with |L. 
Caesennius] Sospes (CIL III 6818 = JLS 1017), whose curatorship of “colonies and cities” he dated 
to the early second century: “vers 105.” 

17. Cf., e.g., Tac. Ann. 2.47.4 and D.C. 57.17.7-8: an ex-praetor M. Ateius (the name has 
been conjectured) was sent in A.D. 17 to assist cities damaged by an earthquake. Eric Guerber, “Les 
correctores dans la partie hellenophone de Pempire romain du regne de Trajan ă Pavenement de 
Diocletien: Ftude prosopographique,” Anatolia Antiqua 5 (1997): 211-248, argued that there were 
two major differences between the correctores and curatores rei publicae. First, correctores had the impe- 
rium and fasces (237); second, by pointing to five instances where the same person was both corrector 
and curator rei publicae at the same time, he concluded (243) that the function of the correctores did not 
have a “financial dimension.” "The latter could well be true, even though Roman and local officials 
with the same title could have had different functions; cf., e.g., Debord and Varinlioglu, Les Hautes 
Terres, 146, no. 38.9-11: an honorific decree for Euphranor, son of Antimachos, who was praised 
for, among other things, SopOwoauevov Tă Tob Kkowov 1ăvTa (Leucoideis, late 1st cent. B.C.— 
early 1st cent. A.D.). Guerber's first conclusion, however, was founded on only two references to 
imperial legates; Plin. £p. 8.24: (Maximus) as a legate 44 ordinandum statum liberarum civitatum, 
and IGR II 174.18—21: (C. Iulius Severus) mpos e” paf5ovs rreubOevra eis Berdwiav SopduThv 
kai XoyLoThw vid Qeob “ASpravov (Ancyra, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.). Imperial legates had such 
237. What is 
disturbing, though, is that in some cases legates were sent specifically ad ordinandum statum liberarum 


powers and distinctions: Mommsen, Sraarsrecht, 2:245; Guerber, “Les correctores,” 


civitatum (€.g., Guerber, “Les correctores,” 215, no. 1; 226, nos. 1, 6, 16; 232, n0. 5; 233, n0. 5), 
whereas in other cases the same person was referred to as legate and corrector at once (e.g., Guerber, 
“Les correctores,” 215, nos. 6, 9; 217, nos. 24, 25; 226, no. 14). În such cases, corrector designated 
not a special office but the legate's function. În a similar fashion, the word corrector was applied to 
provincial governors: €.g., Guerber, “Les correctores,” 215, no. 8; 216, nos. 15, 20; cf. 226, no. 6. 
“Therefore, the power and distinctions of such correctores were in fact those of the legates, or of the 
governors, who performed this function. 
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ment ofthe /ogistai and the character of their office till the very end of the third 
century A.D. Here he argued against the widely accepted idea that a change in 
the social status of the /ogistai took place either in the late second and early 
third centuries or in the mid-third century, when the /ogistesa is thought to 
have become part of the city administration proper.1!5 His second conclusion 
was that /ogistai continued to be appointed sporadically.!” This conclusion îs 
supported by a relatively limited amount of evidence for the /ogistai in Asia, 
which consists mainly of singular inscriptions from several cities. 

Logistai were known in the cities of Asia and neighboring territories long 
before the imperial period. "Phey managed public land in los in the fourth and 
third centuries B.C. and leased public lands in Mylasa and supervised public 
property in Amorgos late in the second century. An inscription on a sarcopha- 
gus from Antiphellos, a city in Lycia, mentions the /ogista: as officials to whom 
an appeal should be made against violations of burial places and who were 
supposed to fine those who committed such actions.2 "The evidence for /ogistai 
grows in the first century B.C., as they become documented in several Asian 
cities.?! "The task of the /ogszai was to manage public property and accounts, 
probably including those relevant to sacral property as well. 'Fhese /ogstai were 
mentioned alongside the treasurers, who actually dispensed money.2 


18. Burton, “Curator,” 465-467, 470: “The evidence from Asia for the social status and 
method of appointment of curatores up to A.D. 260 presents a generally stable picture. No indica- 
tions emerge of any clear shift in the character of the office in the third century.” “Late second and 
early third centuries”: Stahl, Imperiale Herrschafi, 128; Langhammer, Stellung, 167-168; see also, 
Jones, Greek City, 272. “Mid-third century”: Jacques and Scheid, Rome et /'"integration, 269; Sartre, 
Asie Mineure, 246. For this transformation of the /ogisteia, see Chapot, Province, 258; Jones, Later 
Roman Empire, 2:726; Dieter Nârr, Imperium und polis in der hohen Prinzipatszeit (Munich: C. H. 
Beck, 1966), 21. 

19. Burton, “Curator,” 467-468, 471. For the curatores rei publicae as “extraordinary offi- 
cials” in both halves of the empire, see Langhammer, Ste//ung, 167. 

20. IG XIL.5, 1005.1—4 (los, qth-3rd cent. B.C.); /.Mylasa 108.3-6 (2nd cent. B.C.); IG XIL.7, 
515, esp. 31-32 (Aegiale, c. late 2nd cent. B.C.2); BCH 18 (1894): 329, no. 9 (Antiphellos, 
Hellenistic period). "These /ogista; are considered to have been of Lindian origin; see Zimmermann, 
Untersuchungen, 157. Such evidence about the /ogistai: Marcus N. 'Tod, “Greek Inscriptions from 
Macedonia,” 7HS 42 (1922): 173 (“before the imperial period”); L. Robert and ]. Robert, Car;e, 
2:293 n.4 (“Hellenistic epoch”). 

21. I.Ephesos la 8 (= SyIl.5 742).28-29 (86-85 B.c.); Sardis VIL.r, no. 8.28-29, 63-64 
(5 B.c.); IG XII.5, 880-883, 885: the lists of city officials include three /ogistai and one treasurer 
(Tenos, 1st cent. B.C.); BCH 32 (1908): 204, 1.34 (Alabanda, Hellenistic period), GIBM IV 893.18-20 
(Halicarnassus, c.1 B.C.?). The editor, Gustav Hirschfeld, interpreted the latter inscription as 
meaning that the town had contracted a large amount of debt and was forced to pay by the /ogistai. 
Because the inscription is very fragmented, it is hard to either wholly support or refute this in- 
terpretation. What is clear, though, is that these /ogistai also busied themselves with the financial 
situation of the city as a whole and with its economic relations with the outside world. 

22. IG XIL.7, 515, esp. 31-32 (Aegiale, c. late 2nd cent. B.c.?), . Ephesos Ia 8 (= Sy11.5 742).28— 
29 (86-85 B.c.). For these /ogistai and treasurers, see IG XII.5, 880-883, 885; I.My/asa 833; 
cf. Î.Mylasa 108.6 (2nd cent. B.C.). 
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“The second main conclusion of Burton means that the Romans did not 
establish a new permanent system for supervising local finances.2 "They dis- 
patched the /ogistai to Greek cities only on special occasions. In the Roman 
period, therefore, there were two sorts of /ogistar: those appointed by the Ro- 
mans and those appointed by the cities.2* Some places have produced evidence 
for both groups, such as 'Thyatira and Apateira in Asia and Prusa in neighbor- 
ing Bithynia.2 "The alleged change in the character of the /ogistera în the late 
third century A.D.—that is, its shift from imperial to city administration— 
should not have had far-reaching significance because the Greek cities had their 
own /ogistai before and during the Roman period. Similar responsibilities could 
be exercised under the Romans by city offices that survived from previous times 
and kept their old names, such as the epimeletai of public lands.% We can as- 
sume, therefore, that the Romans appropriated the Greek practice that they 
found in Asia for their own interests and on a very limited basis. [he appoint- 
ment of individual /ogistai was only one way of checking city finances.? The 


23. Burton, “Curator,” 473: for the period from 193 to 252, Burton counted only six refer- 
ences to ETTL XOYLOTOU or XOyLOTEVOvToOS, which he interpreted as proof that the appointment of 
logistai was a limited practice. 

24. TAM V şi (= Herrmann, Ergebnisse einer Reise, 10-11, n0. 5): TA RĂLOKdHELvOV 
dmokadeornoev KaMuiyevns P' 6 mpâros dpxwv ek xpnudTuwv Xoyiorelas Ovaheplov 
"AroMovilSov ww 6 KaMuiwyevns ovvesiknoev kai empatev 5” epyemorarâv (Maeonia, 
A.D. 154153) with Herrmann's commentary ad TAM V 315 and ]. Robert and L. Robert, BE 1963, 
no. 221; 868.6: [ek Tov kw?]unTikov 1ropuv Xoyorevovros (Thyatira, early 3rd cent. A.D.) with 
Herrmann (“magistratus vici?”) and Burton, “Curator,” 487, no. 38a; ]. Tralleis | 74 (3rd cent. A.D.) 
with Burton, “Curator,” 485, no. 16; TAM V 1q13 (= 1.Magnesia am Sipylos 32).1—2 (imperial 
period); IGR IV 1662.7-17 (Fatoikia 'Tyris in Lydia, A.D. 175); Miinsterberg, Beamtennamen, 172: 
one person was the prytanis and logistes in Synnada at the same time (reign of Lucius Verus). Local 
logistai: Jones, Greek City, 242, 357 n.57; Zimmermann, Untersuchungen, 156-157, who traced them 
back to the Hellenistic period. 

25. TAM V 868.6 (Thyatira, early rd cent. A.D.); cf. 935.17-22 (Thyatira, late 2nd-early 
3rd cent. A.D.), 971.2-6 (imperial period), IGR IV 1662.7—17 (katoikia 'Tyris in Lydia, A.D. 175); 
cf. 1660 (katoikia 'Tyris in Lydia, reign of Trajan) with Cagnat's commentary and Magie, Roman 
Rule, 1455; 1.Prusa ad Ob'mpum l 13.5 (reign of Hadrian?). Cf. 1. Ephesos III 627.20-22 = VIL.r, 
3056.13-15 (A.D. 180-192). 

26. I.Laodikeia am Lykos | 47.4—8 (imperial period); IGR IV 370.7 (Colossae, imperial pe- 
riod), MLAMA VI 60 = OGI 492 (Trapezopolis, A.D. 117-138). Liebenam, Stădreverwaltung, 318 
(n.5)—319. 

27. Cf. Burton, “Curator,” 476: “curator rei publicae possessed a series of responsibilities all 
of which could have been performed by the provincial governor.” "This observation, well supported 
by the evidence, should easily lead to the conclusion, which does not seem to have been explicitly 
drawn by Burton, that the responsibilities of these curatores were modeled after, if not taken over 
from, provincial governors or their legates. "This, however, does not take into account that many 
such responsibilities belonged to local /ogistai in the cities of Asia in the preimperial period. See 
Jones, Greek City, 136-137, and Magie, Roman Rule, 597, both of whom pointed to different ways 
in which local finances could be controlled by the Romans; and Bruce F. Harris, Bir/ynia under 
Trajan: Roman and Greek Views of the Principate (|Dunedin]: University of Auckland, 1964), 886, 
who thought that the control exercised by these /ogistai and by provincial governors paralleled each 
other. 'Lhis could well be so, if the /ogistai appointed by the Romans were temporary officials. 
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problem, then, is why the /ogista: appointed by the Romans emerged in docu- 
ments from Asian cities only in the second century. 

Here the question of who initiated Roman interventions in local affairs be- 
comes important. The list of Pliny's incursions into the finances of Bithynian 
cities is very impressive: he inquired about the building of the aqueduct in 
Nicomedia, the theater and gymnasium in Nicaea, and the baths in Claudiopolis, 
as well as the expenses of Byzantium. The fact that Pliny does not say anything 
in his surviving letters about similar activities in less significant communities of 
Bithynia is not meaningful. His position was hardly exceptional among Roman 
governors, though we should not forget that as a conquered and reorganized 
province, Bithynia was treated differently from Asia.% But, according to Pliny, 
even Apamea, although it was a colony and therefore had the right to manage its 
own affairs, was looking forward to his inspection of its public accounts. And 
the advocate of Amisus, a free city, invited the intervention of Pliny as gover- 
nor. It could well be that Pliny's other activities, including those enumerated 
above, were instigated by the cities themselves. 

Pliny's contemporaries Plutarch and Dio both lamented the fact that the 
Greeks encouraged Roman interference in local affairs instead of solving prob- 
lems themselves. It is interesting to observe here how Dio urged the Greeks of 
Bithynian cities to take care to recover public funds, something that Pliny had 
to busy himself with as governor of that province.% As Plutarch and Dio noted, 
this encouragement came as a result of factional struggles inside Greek cities 
and the rivalry among their “first people.”5! The request for Pliny's interven- 
tion in the affairs of Amisus could have been caused by internal strife in that 
city. Dio himself threatened to call for the intervention of the proconsul if the 
money promised for his portico was not delivered. His enemies approached 


28. Plin. Ep. 10.37, 10.39, 10.39.5, 10.43. For the activities of Pliny as typical for Roman 
governors: €.g., Fergus G. B. Millar, review of A. N. Sherwin-Wehite, Ze Letters of Pliny: A His- 
torical and Social Commentary (Oxtord: Clarendon Press, 1966), 7RS 58 (1968): 223; Burton, “Roman 
Imperial State,” 261-262 (with n. 50). Cf. IGR III 7o4.1.13: 'lovitov IlaiTov N'yen6vos ETLOTOAN 
1repi XoyroTelas "Apukav3ewv, whose office was put by some în the very beginning of Hadrian's 
reign; see Magie, Roman Rule, 1599: 118-119; Rudolf Hanslik, “Calestrius,” in K/Pauly 1 (1979), 
1014 S.v. Calestrius 2: Jeg. Aug. pr. pr. of Lycia and Pamphylia (118-119). But the dating of his 
office depends on that of the office of the preceding governor, 'T. Calestrius 'Tiro Iulius Maternus, 
which has been dated to 136-137 to 137-138; see W. Ruge, “Pamphylia,” in RE 18 (1949), 381 
n.28; Bernard Remy, Les fastes senatoriaux romaines des provinces d' Anatolie au Haut-Empire: 31 av. 
I.-C.—284 ap. I.-C. (Paris: Editions Recherche sur les civilisation, 1088), 170, no. 247: 135—138. 
"Therefore, the governship of Paetus could even postdate Hadrian's reign; see PIR?, 1 792 (lunius 
Paetus): c. A.D. 142-143. 

29. Plin. Ep. 10.47 with a surprisingly different interpretation of this episode by Magic, Roman 
Rule, 597; and 10.110.1. See also Burton, “Imperial State,” 212-213. 

30. Plut. Praec.ger.reip. 19, 814ef with Jones, P/utareh, 113; Dio Or. 48.3. Public funds: Plin. 
Ep. 10.17.3—4, 10.23. 

31. Plut. Praec.ger.reip. 19, 815a; Dio Or. 48.9. See also Dio Or. 45.8 with a reference to the 
practice of appealing to Roman authorities during factional struggles. 
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Pliny and asked him to conduct an inquiry into Dio's financial activities in 
Prusa, clearly in an attempt to use it against Dio's faction in that city.*2 The 
request for the proconsul's tribunal brings us back to Plutarch's bitter reminder 
that this tribunal served as a symbol of Roman rule over Greece.*% It is against 
such requests that Plutarch argued next in his text. The famous Sophist Polemo 
from Smyrna was accused before Hadrian of misappropriating part of the 
public fund. Appeals for financial audits were, therefore, one of the tools used 
to engage the support of Roman officials against political enemies. References 
in Asian inscriptions to the /ogista: as “given by the emperor” might imply that 
their appointment came at the cities” request.5* 

The Romans naturally preferred to remain uninvolved in these local 
squabbles35 and customarily appointed Greeks for such missions. "The same 
person was sometimes made the /og;stes more than once. Some of the /ogistai 
in Asia were originally from Asia or neighboring provinces.* Many /ogistai 
appear to have been asiarchs in Asia, Iyciarchs in Lycia, and bithyniarchs in 
Bithynia.* 'Therefore, although the /ogiszai always came from different cit- 
ies, they were often from the same province. Their holding of such presti- 
gious offices as the asiarchia and similar ones demonstrates that they belonged 
to the “first class” of provincial cities and the “first families” in their prov- 
inces. It was the nobles from the same province who attempted to resolve 
the conflicts of nobles in its other cities. The /ogistera became one of the pres- 
tigious offices which could be held “by descent.”3% "The Roman practice of 
appointing /ogistai therefore reveals not only the conflicts among the nobil- 


32. Sherwin-White, Letters, 718-719; Dio Or. 47.19; Plin. Ep. 10.81.2. 

33. See his advice to local politicians in Praec.ger.reip. 17, 813e: evoradeoTepav 5ei Th 
xAauv5a roteiv, kai Bhermerv drd Tov orparnyiov mpos To Bia, clarified by Jones, Plutarh, 
133. 

34. Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 257. See also Plin. Ep. 10.56.2, 10.58; James H. Oliver, “The 
Roman Governor's Permission for a Decree of the Polis,” Fesperia 23 (1954): 163-107; similar 
evidence from Lycia in Zimmermann, Untersuchungen, 267-269. The logistai given by the emperor: 
1. Ilion 106.1-7 (A.D. 138-161); Reynolds, Aphrodisias, 121, 184-197. 

35. Unless the governor tried to use local discords to avoid prosecution. See also Dio Or. 
38.36—37. 

36. SEG q1, 1394 (= 1.Alexandreia Troas T 129, no. 2).4-6 (3rd cent. A.D.); 1.Ephesos II 
627.20-22 = VIL.1, 3056.13-15 (A.D. 180-192); 1. Prusias ad Hypium 7.13 (after A.D. 212); 1. Ilion 
106.1-—7 (A.D. 138-161). For the same persons serving as /ogistai more than once in the western 
provinces of the empire: Duthoy, “Curatores,” 228-229. 

37. Asiarchs: FAM V 693.10-12 (lulia Gordus, reign of Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus), 
828c.9—13 (Attalea in Lydia, Roman period); 7.Jasos 10.5-7 (honors to Iulia [Domna] Augusta); 
1. Magnesia 197.11—14 (dedication to Caracalla), IGR IV 1642.45 (reign of Hadrian or later); sec also 
MAMA IX 26.6-8 (Aezani, reign of the Severi). Lyciarchs: GR III 491.6—8 (Oenoanda, imperial 
period); TAM II 771.1-6 (Arneae, 2nd cent. A.D.). Bithyniarchs: Z.Prusias ad Hypium 17 > Î.Kios T 
1 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.), 29 (unknown emporion, after A.D. 212), 47 (Prusias by the Hypias, 
late 2nd cent. A.D.). See Campanile, “Il kowwov di Bitinia,” 343—357. 

38. E.g., 7. Prusias ad Hypium 54 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.?). 
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ity of Asian cities but also the consolidation of ruling provincial clites in Asia 
and neighboring provinces. 


The Dekaprotoi and the Erkosaprotoi 


The dekaprotoi are first documented in the later years of the first century A.D., 
but in Asia Minor they are not heard ofbefore the early second century.% These 
officials in Greek cities are generally considered to have corresponded to the 
decemprimi in the west.* "The interpretations of their status fall into two 
groups: either as leading members of the city council or as “regular officials of 
the people.” Referring to inscriptions from Prusias by the Hypias, în which 
the dJekaprotoi are mentioned together with the po/rographo:, who are gener- 
ally regarded as censors, Otto Seeck connected the appearance of the Jekaprotoi 
with the establishment of the censors.* It is, however, hard to subscribe to his 
conclusion. Why should this development have been attested in Greek prov- 
inces earlier than in Bithynia, and even earlier than in the west of the empire? 
What “other Greek provinces” can we speak of, if only two zimerai, another 
group of officials identified with censors, have been attested in Roman Asia, 
while bou/o- and pohitographoi are known in Asia Minor only from Bithynia and 
Galatia? And, finally, why do we see the Jekaproto: and e:Fosaprotoi in other 
regions, such as Phrygia, Lycia, and Caria, where neither pohitographoi nor 
boulographoi have been documented? 

Edward Hula proposed that the /ekaproteia was gradually replaced by the 
eikosaproteia around the reign of Hadrian, referring to two inscriptions which 
mention both offices together. One is an honorific decree for Demetrios 
Hermappios, from Idebessus, dated to the reign of Hadrian. The other is the 
text of the foundation established by C. Caninius Synalasson for the gymna- 


39. Jones, Greek City, 212; Langer, “Power and Propaganda,” 53, with reference to JGR III 
649 (= TAM II 838d); Mischa Meier, “Dekaprotoi,” in NPauly 3 (1997), 384. See also Hermann-Josef 
Horstkotte, “Die Theorie vom spâtrâmischen “Zwangsstaat' und das Problem der “Steuerhaftung,”” 
Beitrăge zur klassischen Philologie 159 (1984): 65 (only for Egypt). Asia Minor: Magie, Roman Rule, 
648. Cf., however, 7. 7ra/leis | 145.9, dated by Laum (.Stifiungen, 2:99, no. 95) to the 1st century A.D. 

40. Langhammer, Ste/lung, 254; Friedrich Becker-Bertau, /. K/audiou polis (Bonn: Dr. R. 
Habelt, 1986), p. 20; Thomas Corsten ad /.K7os 29; Meier, “Dekaprotoi,” 384. 

41. Leading members of the council: Wolfgang Bliimel ad /./asos 248 (reign of Hadrian); 
“Thomas Corsten ad /.K'os 29; Fjodor B. Poljakov ad J. Tra//eis 1 145; Becker-Bertau, /.K/audiou 
polis, p. 20 (with n.10); Meier, “Dekaprotoi,” 384. “Regular officials of the people”: Marquardt, 
Staatsvermaltung, 1:214; Otto Seeck, “Decemprimat und Dekaprotie,” K/jo 1 (1901): 152-153 who 
referred to the use of the aorist form 5ekarrpwrevoas. See also Chapot, Province, 272-273 and Magic, 
Roman Rule, 648, who pointed out that this office was among those held by “important citizens” 
and that “on the island of Amorgos the dekaprotoi acted with the strategoi in bringing resolutions 
before the assembly.” 

42. Seeck, “Decemprimat,” 159-160. 
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sium of the neo: in lasus. Hula was not certain about the dating of the sec- 
ond inscription, but several years later Wilhelm placed it in the reign of 
Hadrian, which validated Hula's theory. However, the ekaprotoi are known 
only starting in the early second century, and it is difficult to see how and 
why a change to the eskosaprotoi would take place almost at the same time. 
Some cities have provided us with references only to the e:Posaprotoi, and 
probably this was the only such institution that they knew, though these 
inscriptions are dated throughout the second century. Additionally, as Hula 
himself admitted, the Jekaprotoi continued to be mentioned in Bithynian 
inscriptions of the second and third centuries." And we have already seen 
them in Asian cities during this time as well. Ulpian, whose work belongs 
mostly to the early third century, mentions only the Jekaprotoi, and Arcadius 
Charisius, a jurist of the late third or early fourth century, refers to both 
groups at the same time.% 

Several texts from the Republican period contain references to “ten first 
men.” Livy refers to the ten leading citizens summoned to Rome from each of 
the twelve Latin colonies that refused to furnish soldiers to the Romans in 204 
B.C., and Cicero speaks of “ten first men” from Ameria, who were to complain 
to Sulla about the bad behavior of 'Titus Roscius. Joachim Marquardt and 
David Magie however rejected any connection between such “ten first men” 
and later dekaprotoi, mostly because the “ten first men” were not engaged in 
tax collection.** But, on the one hand, the Jekaprotoi became responsible for 
tax collection only in the course of the second century, and it is only in the 
third century that tax collection is thought to have become their main duty. 
On the other hand, there seems to be no direct evidence for the Jekaproto: in 
the Greek world before the coming of the Romans.% 

According to Mommsen, the “first ten men,” including those referred to 
by Livy and Cicero, were the first ten of the city councilors. Ulpian tells us 
that the lists of the Roman senate and of municipal councils were compiled in 


43. Edward Hula, “Dekaprotie und Eikosaprotie,” 701 3 (1902): 198-199, 202; TAM II 
838d = IGR III 649 (Idebessus, reign of Hadrian); 7. Jasos 248.45—47 (reign of Hadrian) with SEG 
18, 448. For this theory, see also Magie, Roman Rule, 648 and Sartre, Orient romain, 86; Burton, 
“Imperial State,” 207, and the editorial comment in SEG 47 ad 1806, B.1l.53 (Derekoy, A.D. 138 or 
shortly afterward). 

44. Hula, “Dekaprotie,” 203. 

45. Ulpian Dig. 50.4.3.10; Arcad.Charys. Dig. 50.4.18.26. 

46. Liv. 29.15.5; Cic. S.Rosc. 25. Marquardt, Staatsvermaltung, 1:214; Magie, Roman Rule, 
648, 1516-1517. 

47. Arcad.Charys. Dig. 50.4.18.26; Hermogenian Dig. 50.4.1.2. Marquardt, Staarsvermaltung, 
1:214; Liebenam, Srădrevermaltung, 421; Magie, Roman Rule, 648; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 202; Meier, 
“Dekaprotoi;” 384. Cf. Burton, “Imperial State,” 208: “In Asia no text explicitly associates them with 
the collection of the regular tribute.” 

48. E.g., Langhammer, Ste/lung, 254. 
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the order of dignity.P Aristides” “ten first men,” whose names were submit- 
ted to the governor and who then made a final appointment of one of them to 
the etrenarchia, were seemingly the first ten on the list of city councilors. And 
the letter of Honorius and "Theodosius shows that it was the Jecuriones who, in 
agreement with the Roman governor, nominated the esrenarchai, probably from 
their own number, as late as 409.50 

“Therefore, it appears that while the /ekaprotoi in Greek cities were not a 
separate social group-—at least not before the late second century, when this 
word started to be used in inscriptions to designate an elevated social position— 
they were quickly identifiable (i.€., just as in the west) should any financial need 
arise.5! "The dekaproteia was a leitourgia in the sense that it was financially bur- 
densome and socially prestigious, exhibiting further evidence that local pride 
had its monetary value. One could promise to perform the Jekaproteia.? 
Roman legal sources make it clear that the Jecurzonatus was still desirable 
during the reign of the Severi, and that even in the third century the suspen- 
sion of the /onor decurionatus was considered a punishment.55 

“The dekaproteia was open to young people as a good start to a political ca- 
reer. [he Roman legislation allowing minors to hold the Jecurionazus was prob- 
ably a result of the Romans” assent to local requests.”* As a /eitourgia, the 
dekaproteia could be held for more than a year.** In the third century, the 
decemprimat became a hereditary obligation and was likely to be vested in chil- 
dren regardless of their age.% "The appearance of the Jekaprotoi in the second 
century in Asia is therefore a reflection of the change in the status of city coun- 
cilors in the Greek world as a whole, including provincia Asia. The council be- 
came the representative body of the leading people in the city. Depending on 
the size of the city, personal wealth of the councilors, the financial burden, and 
probably some other considerations as well, either ten or twenty “first men” could 
be easily selected in time of need. "The Roman use of these /eka- and erkosaprotoi 
for various purposes, such as the appointment of the errenarchai or later the col- 


49. Mommsen, Staatsrecht, 3:852, with these and other examples; see also Langhammer, 
Stellung, 254; Ulpian Dig. 50.3.1. 

50. Aristid. Sacr. Tales 4.72; cf. Martyrium S. Polycarpi 6.2 (Smyrna), C.7. 10.77. 

51. Cf. Ramsay, Cities, 63: “originally they were simply the first ten men on the list of the 
senate.” 

52. E.g., I.Stratonikeia 220a.10—11 = 229b.8—10 (Panamara, imperial period). 

53. CJ. 426.1, 62.1 (A.D. 196), 10.44.1 (Alexander). See C.7. 2.11.3 (A.D. 204), 10.32.3 (A.D. 
285). 

54. TAM [1 765 (Arneae, reign of Hadrian); cf. 838a = JGR III 649 (debessus, 2nd cent. 
A.D.). See Ulpian Dig. 50.4.3.10. See also C.7. 4.13.3 (A.D. 204), 4.20.1 (A.D. 196). 

55. TAM V 940 (Thyatira, imperial period), Malay, Researches, 38-39, no. 22 = SEG 49, 1702 
(near “Thyatira, late 2nd—3rd cent. A.D.?); I.Srratonikeia 227 (Panamara, Hellenistic period); FAM 
II 1200 (Phaselis, 2nd cent. A.D.2); Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1962 and 1963, 25, no. 20a.9—10 
(lotape, imperial period); SEG 41, 1360 app.er. (Balboura, imperial period). 

56. E.g., C.7. 7.66.4 (A.D. 238). Cf. C.7. 10.42.7 (Constantine and Maximian). 
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lection of taxes, followed a local development which was characteristic not only 
of Asia. Even in Asia its spread appears to have been very limited: fewer than 
fifty known examples come from twelve cities, and of these seventeen come from 
the single city of'Thyatira. "This fact allowed Burton to observe that “many cities 
probably continued to mediate their fiscal obligations to the Roman state through 
preexisting civic institutional structures.” 


“The 7imetai, the Boulographoi, and the Pohtographoi 


Only three inscriptions mention the fmeta: in Asia. "Two of them are honor- 
ific decrees for Caius Iulius Maximus, from Pergamum. 'Lhe editors, Hugo 
Hepding and Renc Cagnat, were inclined to consider him a city censor. "The 
third îs an inscription from Aphrodisias.58 Similar evidence from Bithynia 
amounts to only five inscriptions: one from Hadrianoi attributed to the sec- 
ond century, and four from Prusias by the Hypias which date to the late sec- 
ond or early third century.* Because the evidence is so limited, it has been 
suggested that in both Pergamum and Aphrodisias, as well as in the cities of 
Bithynia, the timetai were appointed ad hoc.6 

The timetai were probably responsible for establishing the value (72me) 
of property, which served as the basis for paying taxes to the Romans.6! They 
had similar responsibilities in pre-Roman Asia. The corresponding evidence 
is also very limited, supporting the idea that the preprovincial fimetai were 
also officials established ad hoc. King Antigonos refers to the timetai in his 
letter discussing the problem of taxation arising from the synoecism between 
“Teos and Lebedus. “The oath of the jurors from the dispute between the resi- 
dents of'Temnos and Clazomenae concerned the evaluation of property. Inscrip- 
tions from 'eos speak about a census (/mes:s) in that city that was caused by the 
need to pay ransom to pirates and was probably conducted by extraordinary 


57. Burton, “Imperial State,” 209. 

58. AM 32 (1907): 327, no. 58a and 329, no. 60 (imperial period); see GR IV (1927), p. 172, 
ad no. 445.7; REG 10 (1906): 274-275, no. 169.1-2:... vera kai Mevurnos Mevinnov Tod 
TeLunTov (Aphrodisias, imperial period), with Robert, OMS, 2:882; and Magie, Roman Rule, 641, 
1505 n.31. 

59. ÎI. Hadrianoi und Hadrianeia 46.3 (Hadrianoi, 2nd cent. A.D.); Î.Prusias ad Hypium 2.6 
(before A.D. 212), 9.13—16 with the editor”s commentary ad hoc (A.D. 211), 11.10 (A.D. 219-221), 
20.7 (3rd cent. A.D.). În addition to Bithynia, the timetai have also been encountered in Cyprus; see 
Levy, “Etudes” (1809), 273-274; BE 1949, no. 212 (Cyprus, imperial period); Mittord and Nikolaou, 
Inscriptions from Salamis, 24, no. 11.5 (Cyprus, reign of Nero), with their commentary on p. 26. 

60. Magie, Roman Rule, 641. 

Gr. William Henry Waddington ad LW 1176 (= 7.Prusias ad Hypium 2).6 (before A.D. 212), 
p. 286, with a reference to Jos. Ant. Jud. 18.1.1: TLUuNTAS TOv ovoLâv about Publius Sulpicius 
Quirinus, who was sent by Augustus to evaluate the property of the Jews. Josephus, however, does 
not mention local timetai. 
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officials.% Originally, provincia Asia was probably declared free from any trib- 
ute but evidence exists that taxes were being paid from the moment the prov- 
ince was established. Asian cities are known to have paid taxes after the 
reform of Sulla in 84 B.C., though by saying that Sulla divided Asia into forty- 
four fiscal regions, Cassiodorus, a very late author, implied that the system 
of tax collection did not necessarily correspond to the division into urban 
areas. Caesar is credited with the abolition of the system of tax-farming in 48 
and with the introduction of direct tri/utum collected by the cities themselves. 
And when, finally, Augustus assigned the duty of raising taxes to Greek cities, 
the latter obviously had to have a special office for this purpose, possibly 
established ad hoc.6* 

It was Pliny the Younger who first mentioned the “censors” in the cities 
of Bithynia and connected them with the reorganization of this province by 
Pompey. His Latin censores has been regarded as a synonym for the Greek 
timetai.% "The main reason for this association seems to have been that bilin- 
gual inscriptions customarily translate the Latin censor as timetes. As a result, 
the introduction of the /metai in Bithynia has been considered a product of 
Pompeys provincial reorganization.“* However, we simply do not know ex- 
actly which city offices Pliny had in mind when he spoke about the “censors” 
in Bithynian cities. Each of his references concerns the composition of city 
councils, and his “censors” seem to have been regularly appointed officials. 

The boulographoi, who are usually regarded as successors to the timeta: in 
Bithynia, are likewise considered to have been censors whose activity was valid 


62. Welles, RC, no. 4.1415 = Sy/L.5 344.122-123 (Teos and Lebedus, c.303 B.C.);, IM 29 
(1979): 253, no. II.B.30—32 (Temnos and Clazomenae, early 2nd cent. B.C.), with Herrmann's 
commentary ad hoc on p. 269; Sencer Şahin, “Pirateniiberfall auf Teos: Volksbeschluss iiber die 
Finanzierung der Erpressungsgelder,” EA 23 (1994): 7 (= SEG 44, 949.11), l.25-27, 64-65 (Teos, 
c.250-—200 B.C.), with the editor's interpretation on pp. 10, 26 ad 1.64, though not accepted by Philippe 
Gauthier, BE 1996, no. 353; cf., however, Reinhold Merkelbach, “Der Uberfall der Piraten auf 
Teos,” EA 32 (2000): 101-114. See also Pl. Lg. 8.9, p. 843d; Arist. 4th. Pol. 39.3 (for 403-402 B.C.). 

63. App. B.C. 5.1.5. But see Vell. 2.38.5; cf. Cic. Verr. 2.3.11 and Sherk, Documents, no. 12 
(SC de agro Pergameno, 129 B.C.). "his problem is still being debated. See, e.g., Jones, “Civitates 
liberae,” 111: “scarcely credible”; and Jones, Cities, 57-58. Cf. Ernst Badian, Roman ÎImperialism în 
the Late Republic. and ed. (Ithaca: Cornell UP, 1968), 47-50. 

64. Sulla: Cic. Flace. 14.32, Verr. 2.1.89; App. Mithr. 62; Cassiod. Chr. s.v. “670 A.U.C.” 
Caesar: D.C. 42.6.3; App. B.C. 5.4.1. See Magie, Roman Rule, 407, 471: fixed taxes on land and 
personal property. Publicani in Asia before the time of Iulius Caesar: Thomas Drew-Bear, “Deux 
decrets hellenistiques d' Asie Mincure,” BCH 96 (1972): 450-452. Augustus: CIG 1 185.3—5 (Attica, 
Roman period). 

65. Plin. Ep. 10.79.4, 112.1-2, 114.1, 115. Liebenam, Stădreverwaltung, 259 (with n.5), W. 
Kubitschek, “Censores (Tiunra!),” in RE 6 (1899), 1902-1908; Sherwin-White, Letters, 672-673; 
Ameling, “Das Archontat in Bithynien,” 19; Thomas Corsten ad /. Kios 7.11; Campanile, “Il koLvov 
di Bitinia,” 356. 

66. Z.Ilion 7i (89-87 B.C.); 1..Smyrna 826 (A.D. 92-93); Mason, Greek Terms, 93. Attributed 
to Pompey's reorganization: Vidman, Etude, 69; Sherwin-White, Letters, 672-673; Ameling, in 
I.Prusias ad Hypium, pp. 19-20; Ameling, “Das Archontat in Bithynien,” 19. 
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only for the city council.* "The politographoi, another group of officials not 
attested before the Romans, have been seen as either related to the zimetas or 
totally distinguished from them. In Bithynia, the po/itographoi are known în 
Prusias by the Hypias and in only one reference from Cius at a much later date.6 
“Their responsibility has been interpreted as either “inscribing new citizens from 
residents of other cities and the local population” or maintaining “the lists of 


citizens” or acting as “a records-keeper or some junior secretary under the 


grammateus.”70 


“The “simplest explanation” for the presence of the bou/ographoi and 
pohtographoi in Galatian cities as well has been “to suppose that when the cit- 
ies of north Galatia were founded, the terms of the /ex Pompeia served as a 
model.””! Four inscriptions from Ancyra refer to how T. Flavius Gaianus acted 
as the pohitographos sometime during the reign of Caracalla. Another four con- 
cern a similar activity of three other people in the same period or a little later.'? 
“Three of these inscriptions also refer to the bou/ographia, with two mention- 
ing the same person.'* No inscription from Asia refers to the politographoi. An 
inscription of the early second century from Nacolea in Phrygia provides the 
only known reference to the po/itographia in the province of Asia. According 
to Mommsen, however, in this inscription the po/hitographia designated a veri- 
fication of citizenship before a distribution was made to the citizens (which is 
how politai are usually understood). "his text speaks about a one-time proce- 


67. Sherwin-Wbhite, Letters, 672-673: the boulographia was an office younger than the 
timeteia;, Robert, OMS, 2:882: in Bithynia, the title timetes was replaced by Vou/ographos at the 
end of the zrd century; see also Louis Robert, A travers l'Asie Mineure (Paris: Diffusion De 
Boccard, 1980), 127-128. Marquardt, Sraatsverwaltung, 1:519—520, thought that the timetai, 
boulographoi, and politographoi all performed the same functions. Vidman, Erude, 69, and Sartre, 
Asie Mineure, 223 (with n.111), seem to have equated the timetai and the boulographoi. Boulo- 
graphoi as censors: Ren€ Cagnat, in JGR IV (1927), p. 172, ad no. 445.7; Vidman, rude, 69; 
Sherwin-Wbhite, Letters, 672-673; Ameling, in J. Prusias ad Hypium, pp. 19-20; Mitchell, Anatolia, 
1:88-89. 

68. The first opinion: Sherwin-W hite, Letters, 672: since “the two offices are never known 
to have been held by the same man, either one is the assistant of the other, or one title is a substi- 
tute for the other”; Cagnat in /GR III (1906), 22 ad no. 65.2. The second opinion: Levy, “Etudes” 
(1899), 272-273; Liebenam, Srădreverwaltung, 259-260; Vidman, Ltude, 69. 

69. 1.Prusias ad Hypium 3.3 (before A.D. 211), 4.8 (c. reign of Commodus), 10.3—4 (before 
A.D. 212), 17.15 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.), 47 (= OGI 528).5 (late 2nd cent. A.D.) with Ameling's 
commentary on p. 117; Î.Kios 7.10-12 (late 3rd cent. A.D.). 

70. Vidman, Etude, 69; Jones, Dio, 96; Langer, “Power and Propaganda,” 23. 

71. Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:89, followed by MacMullen, Romanization, 10: Pompey's innova- 
tions were later “replicated” in Galatia. 

72. Bosch, Quel/en, 310, no. 249.4; 311, no. 251.4; 312, nos. 252-253. The formula is the same 
everywhere: 5is 1rpuTnv apxhv ăptavra kai moderoypabioavra kai y' mpeofevoavra apă 
Qeov 'Avruwvetvov. "The remaining inscriptions: Bosch, Que//en, 348, no. 287.9; 349, no. 288.2—3; 
351, no. 289.7-9; SEG 27, 844.2-3 (Ancyra). Bosch (Que/len, 314 n.7) dated them to the reign of 
Caracalla, undermining the dating by Levy (“Etudes” [1899], 273) to the mid-ard cent. 

73. Bosch, Oue/len, 348, no. 287.9; 349, no. 288.2—3; 351, no. 289.7-9. 
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dure, not about the established practice of admission into citizenship, i.e. the 
activity commonly regarded as the duty of the politographoi.7* 

The politographia was attested in Asia long before the imperial period 
though, when citizenship was granted by, or exchanged between, Greek cities. 
In the first case, Bargylia gave citizenship to the judges from 'Teos, and Ephesus 
offered citizenship as an incentive to its prospective allies, mostly from city 
residents of lower social status, in the war against Mithridates. In the second, 
the pohtographia resulted from the treaties of sympolity between Smyrna and 
Magnesia by the Sipylus, Miletus and Pidasa, and Miletus and Heraclea by 
the Latmus. În the Augustan period, a fragmentary decree from Samos refers 
to the politographoumenoi.5 No reference is ever made to the politographoi, not 
to mention the bou/ographoi. "Fhese nouns would clearly designate a regular 
activity, which was not the case: the grants of citizenship were singular acts. 
But the practice existed, and the word was known, before the Romans. 

Due to the scarcity of the surviving evidence, the exact nature of these 
officials is impossible to determine, but several observations can be made more 
or less securely. It is hard to accept the idea of the Pou/ographo: as the succes- 
sors to the zimeta: for two reasons. First, the timetai operated in Asia and other 
Greek regions, including Bithynia, while the po/iro- and bou/ographoi are found 
only in Bithynia and Galatia. Both the zimetes and the Voulographos have been 
documented in Prusias by the Hypias, but since the dating of these inscrip- 
tions is only approximate, it is impossible to say whether or not the two offices 
coexisted chronologically. While the responsibility of the timeta: was probably 
the collection of taxes, which explains their relatively wide spread, that of the 
boulographoi was different. Second, the timetai were appointed ad hoc, whereas 
the polito- and boulographoi were regularly appointed officials. "These obser- 
vations suggest that Pliny's “censors” were not timeta: but boulographoi. 'Fhe fact 
that we do not see the bou/o- and pohitographoi in Asia but encounter them in 
Bithynia and Galatia can probably be explained by ascribing these institutions 
to Pompey's reform in Bithynia and their extension to Galatia at a later date. 

All the Greek evidence for po/rto- and Voulographoi dates to the second cen- 
tury and later. "This fact does not undermine their connection with Pompey's 
reforms but suggests that the importance of these officials might have grown in 
the second century, when significant social and administrative changes became 
manifest throughout the Greek world. In the imperial period council mem- 
bership started to be given out Ponoris causa to prominent foreigners from vari- 


74. CIL III 6998 (Nacolea, early 2nd cent. A.D.?); Mommsen in CIL III Suppl. 1, p. 1265. 
See Dittenberger ad OGJ 528 (= . Prusias ad Hypium 47; late 2nd cent. A.D.), n.6; Mitchell, Anatolia, 
1:88—89. 

75. Syll.3 426.29-31 (Bargylia, c.270-261 B.C.); 1.Smyrna 573 (= 1. Magnesia am Sipylos 1 = 
Staatsvertrăge III 492).54 (c.245—243 B.C.2);, Milet | 3, 149.43—46 (187-186 B.C.?) and 150 (= Sy/l.5 
633).63 (c.185-184 B.C.2); I. Ephesos La 8.40 (86-85 B.c.), IG XI1.6, 7.34 (Samos, reign of Augustus). 
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ous walks of life, who did not have to reside permanently in the city, which 
confused Roman authorities, as already noted by Pliny.”6 It was also at this time 
that city councilors were forming a semiclosed social group whose members 
enjoyed certain privileges, including separate and larger distributions.”” Those 
members of the council who had only honorific status could be entitled to the 
distributions as well, which made the verification of the councilors” status an 
important business.78 

At the same time, Mommsen's interpretation of the po/itographia in 
Nacolea can explain the nature of the office of the po/tographoi. 'Fhe sepa- 
ration of the politai from the rest of the city population is well documented 
in different situations for the cities of Asia and neighboring provinces.”? If 
the pohtographia was the verification of social status, the po/itographoi con- 
ducted it before distributions and other benefactions for the polita: took place. 
However, although similar processes were taking place in Asia as well, we 
see neither bou/o- nor politographoi there. "Their absence in the cities of Asia 
demonstrates that the effects of Roman rule on Greek cities were different 
in different provinces. 


The Nyctostrategoi 


The nyctostrategoi are considered to have maintained order during the night 
and are documented in just a handful of Asian inscriptions from cities in the 
region between Caria and Phrygia (such as Laodicea by the Lycus, 'Labac, 
and Sebastopolis), as well as a little further to the west, in Tralles.3 However, 


76. Magie, Roman Rule, 1505-1506. Plin. Ep. 10.114.3, 115; cf. Cic. Ba/b. 12.20 and 1. Ephesos 
Ia 27.223—229 (A.D. 104). See also 7..Smyrna 661.1-6 (c. A.D. 160-180); Î.Ephesos IV 1135.4—7 (im- 
perial period), VI 2070.16-17 (A.D. 180-192); F.De/phes IIL.1, 551.10-—19 (imperial period). Geagan, 
Athenian Constitution, 74: 600 city councilors in Athens from the Hellenistic period to the time of 
Hadrian and, with reference to /G II? 3669, 730 councilors in the rd cent. Many of them received 
the councilship /onoris causa. 

77. Î.Ephesos la 27.223—220 (A.D. 104); IGR IV 1629 (Philadelphia, 2nd cent. A.D.). 

78. Such councilors in the west: Langhammer, Ste//ung, 198-199 with notes. Cf. Andre 
Plassart, “Une levce de volontaires thespiens sous Marc-Aurele,” in Me/anges G. Glotz (Paris: Les 
Presses universitaires de France, 1932), 2:732 (2nd cent. A.D.) with Christopher P. Jones, “The 
Levy at 'Thespiae under Marcus Aurelius,” GRBS 12 (1971): 45-48. Such distributions in Asia 
Minor: Robert, OMS, 2:904. 

79. Milet L 7, 263.8—13 (late 2nd cent. A.D.2), with Bremen, Limits, 77-78; REG 19 (1906): 
242, no. 138d.19-23 and 246-247, no. 142.24-25 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); I.Side Il 120.3-6 
(late st or early 2nd cent. A.D.?); SEG 17, 570.7-9 restored by Christopher P. Jones, “Eastern 
Alimenta and an Inscription of Attalea,” 7HS 109 (1989): 190-191 (from near Attalea in Pamphylia, 
1st—2nd cent. A.D.). 

80. I.Laodikeia am Lykos 1 70.1—4 (c. late 2nd cent. A.D.), 72.14 (A.D. 254-255), 82.10-11 
(c. late 1st-2nd cent. A.D.); L. Robert and ]. Robert, Care, 2:106, no. 7 (= Robert, Etudes anatoliennes, 
322).11—13 (abac, imperial period), and 317, no. 168.13-—15 (Sebastopolis, A.D. 116-117). Their 
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officials with different titles but seemingly similar responsibilities are known 
from other cities in Asia. [wo inscriptions from Ephesus mention such minor 
officials as the nyctophylakes. "The possibility of being a nyctophylax at one's 
own expense suggests that this office was financed by the city.5l 

Our evidence for the nyctostrategoi 1s limited not only geographically but 
also chronologically because it is impossible to trace the appearance of such 
officials much earlier than the late first century A.D. "he use of the word “law- 
fully” (nomimăs) implies that they had considerable power. "The limit of the 
term of their office to three months, as shown in one very late inscription, may 
have resulted from the financial burden associated with it.5% But this informa- 
tion also brings to mind similar evidence for limiting the term of military offi- 
cials in the cities of Hellenistic Asia. Could it be that a new office, not known 
before in these parts, was subject to the same restrictions as military offices in 
Asian cities that originated in pre-Roman times and survived into the impe- 
rial period, acquiring more and more police functions? 

Some have suggested that the nycrostrategoi first appeared before the com- 
ing of the Romans.5* The evidence usually referred to concerns Egypt, and în 
particular Alexandria, which does not by itself prove the pre-Roman origin of 
such officials in Asia. Others have connected them with the Roman praefectus 
vigilum by referring to the nyctostrategoi in Asia as either corresponding to these 
Roman officials or being modeled after similar officials in Egypt who in turn 
were set up after the praefectus vigilum in Rome.5 The vigiles in Rome were in 
fact either reorganized or, more probably, set up by Augustus. Catilina might 
have been surprised, according to Cicero, to see Roman streets patrolled at night 
in 63 B.C., although the orator's words did not necessarily refer to the vigr/es.8 
“Their commander, the praefectus vigilum, has been identified for the imperial 
period either with the Greek myctophy/ax or with the nyctostrategos.8 What îs 
clear is that this activity was new to the Romans themselves. 





responsibility: Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 283 n.6; Liebenam, Srâdteverwaltung, 358; Otto Hirschfeld, 
“Sicherheitspolizei,” 576-612, esp. 6o1; Magie, Roman Rule, 644. 

81. I.Ephesos II 957.18-20 (late 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.), 969.1—2 (imperial period); F. v. Ephesos 
IV 30 (= 1.Ephesos VIL.2, 4330) with BE 1953, no. 177, p. 168, no. 30. Philo Flacc. 14.119—120, says 
they were foot soldiers rather than mounted. The nyctophy/ax at his own expense: J.Ephesos INI 
957.18-20 (late 2nd-—ard cent. A.D.); Jones, Greek Cipy, 212. 

82. I.Laodikeia am Lykos | 82.10—11 (c. late 1st-2nd cent. A.D.); L. Robert and ]. Robert, 
Carie, 2:106, no. 7 (= Robert, Etudes anatoliennes, 322).11—13 (Tabae, imperial period). Discussion 
of the word nomimos: Robert, Etudes anatoliennes, 323 n.3; Robert, Laodicee du Lycos, 201. 

83. I.Laodikeia am Lykos | 72.1—4 (A.D. 254-255). 

84. Chapot, Province, 242, with reference to Strabo 17.1.12, p. C 797 (Egypt); 260. 

85. Marquardt, Sraa/svermaltung, 1:213 n.5; E. Ziebarth, “NukroorpdTnyos,” in RE 34 
(1937), 1517; Hirschfeld, “Sicherheitspolizei,” 600-601, for the praefectus vigilum as an example. 
Cf. Jones, Greek City, 212, who thought that they were perhaps based on the Alexandrian model. 

86. Mommsen, Staatsrecht, 2:1055; Hirschfeld, “Sicherheitspolizei,” 578; Cic. Carl. 1.1. 

87. Mommsen, Staatsrecht, 2:1055; Cagnat, “De municipalibus et provincialibus militiis,” 7-15. 
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After Augustus, however, the night guards seem to have become a well- 
established institution in the cities of the empire. Philo, describing the fall 
of Flaccus in the reign of Gaius Caligula, mentions the nyctophylakes run- 
ning “up and down” the streets of Alexandria. A little later, Petronius and 
Apuleius refer to the night guards in such a casual way that their readers, 
and not only in Rome, probably knew them quite well. A similar impression 
emerges when examining Roman legal documents. The papyri and inscrip- 
tions from Egypt similarly demonstrate that from the second century, night 
guards were a feature of everyday or, more correctly, everynight life there as 
well.5 "Therefore, the appearance of such officials in Asia in the late first 
century, however geographically lhmited they might have been, seems to be 
a reflection of a general administrative development of the Roman state. 


“The Firenarchai, the Paraphylakes, and the Diogmitai 


“The ezrenarchia in Asia has been documented only in the Roman period and is 
therefore considered a Roman creation. "The office was abolished by Honorius 
and "Theodosius around 409. Some have thought that the errenarchai operated 
exclusively in Asia Minor, but we also see them in Athens and 'Thrace.% 
“The earliest evidence for this office in Asian cities is thought to be an 
inscription from Sebastopolis that refers to the “official distinctions of the 
eirenarches” in the reign of Trajan.% However, the counterparts of municipal 
eirenarchai, that is, the eirenarcha:i on imperial estates, which were organized 
in Asia under the Flavii, are already known in Phrygia by A.D. 79: one in 
Hadrianopolis and another one în the upper Tembris Valley.” "There is some 


88. Philo Flacc. 14.119-120; Petr. Sar. 15; Apul. Mer. 3.3; Arcad.Charys. Dig. 50.4.18.12. 
Egypt: P.Oxy. VI 933.23—26 (2nd cent. A.D.); SEG 41, 1668 (A.D. 296); Dieter Hennig, “Nyktophylakes, 
Nyktostrategen und die rapabuhaki Tis 1rodews,” Chiron 32 (2002): 281-295 (mainly în the first 
four centuries A.D.). See also Oertel, Lirurgie, 273—275 S.V. XELTOUPYLG TTApĂ TG) VUKTOOTPATI)YU, 
281-283 S.V. vUKTOOTPATNYOS. 

89. Chapot, Province, 260; Jones, Greek City, 212; Macro, “Cities,” 679; Hopwood, “Po- 
licing,” 173-187, with a collection of inscriptions on pp. 185-187; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 212. 
Abolition of this office: C.7A. 12.14.1 with Hopwood, “Bandits,” 196. Its geographical spread: 
O. Schulthess, “Eipnvdpxau,” in RE Suppl. 3 (1918), 419. Cf. $y/1.5 1109.134 (Athens, c. mid— 
2nd cent. A.D.); IGBulg. IV 1953 (Serdica, 2nd half of 2nd cent. A.D.2), Jones, Greek City, 212. 

90. Chapot, Province, 260; Hirschfeld, “Sicherheitspolizei,” 602; L. Robert and ]. Robert, 
Carie, 2:317, n0. 168.7-11: timai eirenarchikai (Sebastopolis, A.D. 116-117) with their commentary 
on p. 42 n.4. Lists of places from which we have evidence for eirenarchai: Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 
27; Schulthess, “Eipnvăpxar,” 422; Chapot, Province, 260. CE. Robert, Etudes anatoliennes, 99. 

91. "The first: MAMA VII 135 (= OGI 350 = I.Sultan Dagi 1 396).1-3: Kaioalplos ovepvas 
eipnvâpxns (imperial period) with ]. G. C. Anderson, “A Summer in Phrygia (11),” 7HS 18 (1898): 
123, who saw here an official of the imperial estate. "The second: Thomas Drew-Bear and Christian 
Naour, “Divinites de Phrygie,” in ANRW 18.3 (1990), 1967-1977, no. 15 (= SEG 40, 1232).2-5 
(A.D. 79), and 1977-1981, no. 16 (= SEG 40, 1233).6-7 (A.D. 79): eipnvobuhat Tis 
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justification, therefore, for the suggested dating of the appearance of munici- 
pal eirenarchai to the late first century.* "The reorganization of this office has 
been ascribed to Antoninus (Pius), but the changes effected by this emperor 
can hardly be categorized as a genuine “reorganization.”% The institutional- 
ization of existing practices and subsequent changes to what already was in place 
were traditional Roman ways of dealing with local administration.9 

Final appointments to this office in Asia are known to have been made by 
the proconsul from among the candidates presented by the cities of the whole 
province. The romance of Xenophon of Ephesus demonstrates that the activ- 
ity of the Cilician “prostates of peace,” the official whose responsibilities seem 
to have been similar to that of the esrenarches in Asia, was relevant to the prov- 
ince as a whole. Certainly, this does not mean by itself that the two officials 
performed the same functions în other regions of Asia Minor, such as Pisidia.% 





emapxeias. "Thomas Drew-Bear and Christian Naour (ad hoc), Stephen Mitchell (Anatolia, 1:196), 
and the editors of SEG 40 (ad no. 1232, line 5) referred to this person as the eirenophylax on an impe- 
rial estate. The editors of.SEG explained eparcheia as “part of a province, i.e. regio.” "They added that 
under the Flavians the administration of imperial possessions in Asia was organized “on the basis of 
regiones headed by a procurator.” Cf. the editorial commentary in MAMA X (1993), pp. Xxx—Xxxv: 
T. Flavius Helios “evrenophylax of the region (eparcheia)” and “clearly responsible for police func- 
tions in this rural territory.” As noted by Drew-Bear and Naour (p. 1970) and by Mitchell (Anatolia, 
1:196), such officials made up a part of the personnel who controlled large estates; for them, see also 
MAMA X (1993), pp. xxx—xxxv, and, in general, Mitchell, “Administration of Roman Asia,” 37-46, 
for imperial estates as administrative units with their administrative personnel. 

92. See 7. Zra/leis 1 145 = Laum, Stiflungen, 2:99, no. 95 (1st cent. A.D.). 

93. Marcian Dig. 48.3.6.1 referred to by Hirschfeld, “Sicherheitspolizei,” 605-606, and 
Hopwood, “Bandits,” 192 with n. 9o; cf. Cagnat, “De municipalibus et provincialibus militiis,” 34. 

94. Cf. subsequent modifications of the existing legal regulations in Bithynia: Plin. Ep. 10.72, 112. 

95. Cf. in Ovacik, SEG 41, 1390b, 1.3: eiprivns TTpooTăTnv (A.D. 324-337); dated to A.D. 
282-283 by Martin Zimmermann, “Probus, Carus und die Răuber im Gebiet des pisidischen 
"Termessos,” ZPE 110 (1996): 271-272, followed by Stephen Mitchell, “Native Rebellion in the 
Pisidian Taurus,” in Organised Crime în Antiquity, ed. Keith Hopwood (London: Duckworth; Clas- 
sical Press of Wales, 1999), 163-164. Termessus: Lanckorofiski, Srădte, 2:209—210, no. 106 = IGR 
III 436 = TAM III 88 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). Lanckorofiski probably identified (p. 210 ad hoc) this 
“prostates ot peace” with the eirenarches from another inscription; see p. 205, no. 73! (> TAM III 
77).10—11: ăpxhv eipnvns ekreheoavra Surmfjv (Termessus, imperial period). A recent exami- 
nation of the eirenarchai referred to eiphvns TpooTaTns as “a related title,” even though these 
officials “apparently held a broader military command than usual eirenarchs”: Rife, “Officials,” 95 
(with n. 7). But already a long time ago Michel Christol, “Un duc dans les inscriptions de 'Termessos 
(Pisidie): Un temoignage sur les troubles infcrieurs en Asie Mineure romaine au temps de la crise 
de PEmpire,” Chiron 8 (1978): 529-540, esp. 533-535 (with a critical review of opinions), labeled 
this official “un procurateur ducenaire” (533). Christol has recently been followed by Zimmermann, 
“Probus,” 10-12, and Mitchell, “Native Rebellion,” 163, 167: the eiprivns TTpooTăTNS was a name 
for a local dux in the time of particularly dangerous calamities. It is hard to say, therefore, to what 
extent the eiprywns mpooraTns and the erenarches were related. On the one hand, although the 
text of Xenophon, who uses the same expression, comes from the second century A.D., none of the 
epigraphical evidence for the eipnvns 1rpoorăTns antedates the third century A.D. On the other 
hand, Christol has demonstrated that the eiprwns mpooTrdTns not only had a “broader military 
command” but was an official of a different status. 


207 


CITIES OF THE PROVINCE OF ASIA 


Yet, it is probably for these reasons that some have considered erenarchai as 
officials operating on the provincial level of administration.% However, the 
literary nature of Xenophon's work casts doubts on its reliability as a source, 
and Cilicia, which was notorious for its piracy and brigandage, might have been 
a very special case. Although the eirenarchai were appointed by the proconsul 
to protect the peace in the province as a whole, their activity is generally thought 
to have been relevant to individual cities.” "The office of the ejrenarches was a 
socially prestigious and financially burdensome /estourgra: Aristides desperately 
tried to avoid it, and as his text and other sources demonstrate, appointment 
to this office was associated with the “first men” in individual cities of the 
province.98 

“This does not mean, however, that the responsibilities of the esrenarchai 
were confined only to the city.” When inscriptions provide evidence for their 
activities, they always extend to the rural area around the city: a decree from 
Ephesus refers to the esrenarches as having control over the city's territory, 
whereas an inscription from "Termessus in Pisidia mentions him as operating 
in the villages within the territory of the city.1W Aristides, who tells us about 
the procedure of appointment to this office, was appointed because he had pos- 
sessions “in the neighborhood of the place,” that is, in the city's rural territory. 
It was therefore understood that those who had rural property should be respon- 
sible for protecting it.101 Marcian, describing the duties of the errenarchai, says 
that they acted against the /arrones, a term that designated “highwaymen,” 


96. Aristid. Sacr. Tales 4.72—73: they were selected by the governor from the list of candi- 
dates submitted by the city; Xen. Ephes. 2.13.3, 3.9.5 with Neil O'Sullivan, Xenophon of Ephesus: 
His Compositional Technique and the Birth of the Novel (Berlin and New York: W. de Gruyter, 
1995), 4-9; cf., however, Rife, “Officials,” 093-104, who argued that Xenophon's text was a reli- 
able source for eirenarchai. But he also asserted that “Xenophon's placement of his fictional 
cirenarch in Cilicia . . . fits the geography of the historical office” and that “. . . Perilaus resides 
at 'Tarsus in Cilicia Pedias, while all known cirenarchs from the province lived on the coast and 
in the mountains of Cilicia 'Tracheia” (96). See also Hirschfeld, “Sicherheitspolizei,” 604-605; 
Liebenam, Stădtevermaltung, 358. 

97. Aristid. Sacr. Tales 4.72-73; Chapot, Province, 262-263; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 290 (with 
n.210); Hopwood, “Bandits,” 190, 196; Rife, “Officials,” 97 (with n. 22). The territorial character 
of the responsibilities of the esrenarchai survived the old province of Asia; see, e.g., C.7. 10.77 (A.D. 
409). Cf. a later reference to Theodosius, the proconsul of Asia, as the “prytanis of peace,” which 
probably referred to his responsibility for maintaining order in the province as a whole; 7. Fphesos 
IV 1300 (3rd cent. A.D.?) = Reinhold Merkelbach and Josef Stauber, eds., Sreinepigramme aus dem 
Griechischen Osten (Stuttgart: B. G. Teubner, 1998), 1:311, no. 23 (qth-6th cent. A.D.). 

98. Aristid. „Sacr. Tales 4.72-73; C.J. 10.77 (A.D. 409). See Hopwood, “Policing,” 173-185. 

99. So Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 199; Magie, Roman Rule, 647; Sherwin-White, Letters, 661. 
See also H. Engelmann and R. Merkelbach in 7. Erythrai | (Bonn: Dr. R. Habelt, 1972), 1603. 

100. Î.Ephesos III 802.21—22 (early zrd cent. A.D.); TAM III 104.8—10 (Lermessus, c. A.D. 
231); Rife, “Officials,” 98-99. 

1or. Aristid. Sacr. Tales 4.72—73 (see n. 96) with the commentary ad hoc in B. Keil's edition 
of the text. For these possessions of Aristides, see Robert, Etudes anatoliennes, 207-222; Schwertheim, 
“Die Heimat des Aelius Aristides,” 249-250, 254-257. 


208 


ROME AND NEW MUNICIPAL FUNCTIONS 


“freebooters,” and generally those whose activity took place in the country- 
side. Such /atrones are mentioned in the Saryrica of Petronius and extensively 
by Apuleius in his account of the misfortunes of Lucius in a way that makes it 
clear that their readers knew all too well what was going on.!%2 

“The paraphylakes are thought by some to have been distinguished from the 
eirenarchai.1% But the eirenarchai appeared only early in the second century A.D., 
while the paraphylakes are documented already in the first century B.C.10+ At least 
in some cities the office of the eirenarcha: may have developed from similar of- 
fices already existing in pre-Roman times. A decree of the second century from 
Smyrna probably referred to the generals ep; tes esrenes. "The two inscriptions 
which mention the errenarchai in Smyrna are dated very broadly to the imperial 
period, and the former office may have been replaced by the latter in the course 
of the second century.!0% "The generals epi tes choras continued to be employed 
in Aphrodisias up to the second century, and an inscription of the early sec- 
ond century from Ephesus refers to the paraphylax tes irenes. 1 

“Three inscriptions, two from Ephesus (including one restoration) and one 
from Aphrodisias, mention a paraphylax alongside the eirenarches.!% One of 
the two Ephesian inscriptions is dated to the early third century and the one 
whose text has been restored probably belongs to the same time, while that 
from Aphrodisias is from the late second or early third century.1% It is thus 


102. Marcian Dig. 48.3.6.1; Petr. Sar. 111; Apul. Mer. 1.7, 1.15, 2.22, 3.20, 4.0, 7-4, 8.15 for 
latrones as “thieves” who lived and operated mostly in the countryside, along the highways, and 
only made quick nightly raids into the cities (2.32, 3.5, 4.8). For their description and style of life, 
see esp. 4.6-25. 

103. Macro, “Cities,” 680. 

104. Î.Didyma 393 (a restoration, 83-82 B.C.?);, SEG 39, 1180.32—34, 42-45 (Ephesus, 75 B.C.), 
96 (17 B.C.); AM 68 (1953 [1956]): 23, 1l.3—4 (Samos, late 2nd cent. A.D.) = JG XIL.6, 572 (2nd cent. 
A.D.) with AM 75 (1960 [1962]): 169, no. 79, Anhang, no. c = AM 68 (1953 [1956]): 15 (early 1st 
cent. B.C.); 7. Magnesia 164.7—8 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.?). Sartre, Asie Mineure, 290, has marked an 
increase in such evidence from about the mid-2nd cent. A.D. 

105. E.g., 1.Smyrna 772.8: [lorparn?lyoi eri Tis eipiivns (late 1st—early 2nd cent. A.p.? 
[IGR IV 1435] or late 2nd cent. A.D. [7.Smyrna]). Magie, Roman Rule, 644, 1510 n.39. Firenarchai: 
1.Smyrna 425, 469 (imperial period). 

106. LW 1604 (imperial period), 1611 (st cent. A.D.); Reynolds, Aphrodisias, nos. 2a.7-9 (2nd 
cent. A.D.) and 41.1-2 (late Republican or Augustan periods) with her observation (p. 13) that the 
importance of this official in no. za was markedly higher than in no. 41, which is an earlier inscrip- 
tion; /.Ephesos IV 1034.78, 10 (€. A.D. 130-140). 

107. I.Ephesos II 612a.6—7: kai [eipnvăpxoul kai rapațuliakos] (Roman period), 802.19— 
22 (early rd cent. A.D.); BCH g (1885): 76-77, no. 6.3—7 (Aphrodisias, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). See also 
the paraphylax (MAMA VIU 414; REG 19 [1906]: 91, no. 7) and the general, or generals, ep; tes choras 
(LW 1604, 1611) replacing each other in inscriptions from Aphrodisias. In such cases, the paraphylakes 
are thought to have denoted officials of lower status than the eirenarchai, Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:196. 

108. A similar inscription from Tralles, also a Carian city, has been dated by Laum to the 1st 
cent. A.D.; see /. Tral//eis | 145.47 and Laum, Stifiungen, 2:99, no. 95 (1st cent. A.D.). One of the 
inscriptions from another Carian city, Nysa, also mentions the paraphylake and eirenarchia side by 
side; BCH 7 (1883): 273, no. 15 (> Levy, “Etudes” [1899], 288).1—18 (Nysa, 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.). 
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only in the late second century that the errenarcha: are first documented in these 
two cities. Could the paraphylax tes irenes in Ephesus be an intermediary stage 
between the old paraphylax and the later esrenarches? Although the office re- 
ferred to in the early second century by Aristides has usually been interpreted 
as the evrenarchia, he in fact spoke of the phy/ax tes irenes, probably also in line 
with prevailing local practices.!% 

A similar development, therefore, could take place in more than one city. 
At least some of the functions of the paraphylaPes and other similar local offi- 
cials could have been taken over by the evrenarchai in the second century.110 
Regional variations should not be discounted though. In some of the cities that 
had generals epi tes choras in the preimperial period, such as Aphrodisias, 
Stratonicea, and asus, these officials were part of the college of the generals. 
Since they all were Carian cities, this situation could have resulted from the 
influence of a similar practice in Rhodes, where the generals ep; ten choran 
were members of the college of the generals.!!! Although the origins of this 
practice could be the same, its further development seems to have differed from 
city to city in the imperial period. The generals ep; tes choras continued to be 
employed in Stratonicea and, probably, in Iasus, where we do not have any 
evidence for the e;renarchai, and Alabanda.!!2 Other Carian cities, such as 
Aphrodisias, switched to the esrenarchai in the second century. "The establish- 
ment of the eirenarchai was therefore based on pre-Roman institutions and 
affected Asian cities to a different degree.!15 

“The râle of the Roman governor in making the final appointment to the 
eirenarchia also has parallels in the pre-Roman period. If the restoration sug- 
gested by Adolf Wilhelm is correct, then the appointment of officials in charge 
of rural territory in Rhamnus was a matter of agreement between kings and 
cities. Similar evidence from Asia concerns one of the two new city offices 
introduced by Antiochos III in Furomus shortly after 197 B.C.: the Posmor, who 


109. Aristid. Sacr. Tales 4.72—73. 

110. Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 283-284, 287, identified the epi tes choras strategoi with the 
eirenarchai; and Liebenam, Stădtevermaltung, 288 n.2, identified the strategos epi tes eirenes in Smyrna 
with the eirenarches. 

1rr. Î.Stratonikeia 10.31 (Panamara, 39 B.C.), 485.4 (Panamara, imperial period?). Colleges 
of the generals: LW 1611 (Aphrodisias, 1st cent. A.D.); .Stratonikeia 100 (Panamara, Roman pe- 
riod); 1. Jasos 264.2-—6 (early 2nd cent. B.C.). Rhodes: Sviatoslav Dmitriev, “The stratagos ek panton 
in Rhodian Inscriptions,” Fistoria 48 (1999): 245-253. 

112. SEG 38, 1097.5-7 (Stratonicea in Caria, reign of Domitian), 1098.10-11 (imperial pe- 
riod);, see BCH 5 (1881): 180, no. 1 (Alabanda): honorific decrees for the generals ep; choras [sic] 
from the imperial period. 

113. Pace Burton, “Imperial State,” 210, 214, who specifically referred to the office of the 
eirenarchai as providing a “striking example of the impact of the imperial state and its demands on 
the role of civic elites in the provinces.” Cf. the situation in Syedra (Cilicia), whose inscriptions 
refer to paraphylax tes choras and, at a later date, to eirenarches; see respectively SEG 48, 1797 
(c. A.D. 60-65), and Heberdey and Wilhelm, Reisen, 897 und 1892, no. 249, with G. E. Bean and 
T. B. Mitford, “Sites Old and New in Rough Cilicia,” AS 12 (1962): 192 n. 15. 
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were put in charge of the city's territory. Although its introduction was due to 
military necessity, the new office was a result of agreement between the king 
and the city: new officials were to be elected annually and proportionally from 
the city's phylai.!!+ Different regions of the Hellenistic world had city officials, 
usually bearing the titles of the strategoi or epistatai, who were elected by their 
fellow citizens and confirmed, or nominated from the list, by the king. Such 
officials are thought to have played the râle of go-betweens, negotiating with 
the king on behalf of the city and ensuring the city's loyalty to and support for 
the king. Judging by their titles, they had military responsibilities, including 
protection of the city.!1!5 As a public province that did not adjoin imperial 
borders and did not require protection, and moreover had been bequeathed to 
Rome by the goodwill of its former ruler, Asia was freed from garrisoning, and 
the number of Roman military regiments there was minimal.!16 In other Greek- 
speaking provinces, where Roman military commanders were more likely to 
take care of maintaining order in the rural territory, the presence of local “peace- 
keepers” was less prominent. 1!” 

The paraphylakes also had the responsibility of protecting the rural terri- 
tory of the city. A frequently quoted decree from Hierapolis prohibited them 
from receiving gratuities or excessive honors that bordered on gratuities from 
villagers. A decree by a village in the neighborhood of Prusa for the paraphylax 


114. AM 4 (1879): 285 = BCH 48 (1924): 265, 1l.1-4, with Wilhelm, AfPademieschrifien, 1:466, 
1l.1-4 (Rhamnus, c. mid-ard cent. B.C.2); SEG 43, 707.2—3, 3-4, 5—8, 10-11, 15-16 (Euromus, soon 
after 197 B.C.), with Philippe Gauthier, BE 1095, no. 525, p. 526. 

115. E.g., Preaux, Monde hellenistique, 2:416—421, 425-427; Miltiades B. Hatzopoulos, 
Macedonian Institutions under the Kings: A Historical and Epigraphical Study (Athens: Research 
Center for Greek and Roman Antiquity; National Hellenic Research Foundation, 1996), 381-393, 
424-429. But see Robert M. Errington, “Knig und Stadt im hellenistischen Makedonien: Die Rolle 
des Epistaten,” Chiron 32 (2002): 51-65, esp. 61-62, who inclined to see such epistatai in Macedonia 
as royal officials. 

116. “Theodore Mommsen, Râmische Geschichte, sth ed. (Berlin: Weidmann, 1885), 5:298, 
303. See Ronald Syme, The Roman Revolution (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1952), 394, on the divi- 
sion of provinces in 27 B.C.; Robert K. Sherk, “The Legates of Galatia from Augustus to Diocletian” 
(Ph.D. diss., Johns Hopkins University, 1952), 19, on the difference between “imperial” and “sena- 
torial” provinces. Cf., however, Fergus G. B. Millar, “*Senatorial' Provinces: An Institutionalized 
Ghost,” Ancient World 20 (1989): 93-97, republished in his Rome, the Greek World, and the East 
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2002), 314-320. 

117. E.g., Lanckorofski, „Srădre, 2:209—210, no. 106 = IGR III 436 = TAM III 88: Tov 
Saonuorarov Sovk(mvăptov) A. Avp. Mapkiavov 1 Bovi kai 6 5fiuos Tov mărpuva kai 
evepyeTnv Tis Tr6hews kai eiprywns 1rpoorăTrnv (Lermessus, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). Lanckorofski 
is likely to have identified (p. 210 ad hoc) this “prostates of peace” with the esrenarches from an- 
other inscription; see 205, no. 73" (= TAM Il 77).10—11: dpxăv eipiwns ekredeoavra Surriiv 
(Termessus, imperial period). But the former probably speaks of a Roman military commander 
in charge of the contingent stationed on the city's territory, while the second refers to the city 
official. See also Herrmann, H;/ferufe, 38-44, for policing functions of the Roman military de- 
ployed in some regions of Asia. The situation therefore could vary from place to place inside the 
same province. 
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Apollophanes provides another example of such honors.115 It is likely that, as 
has been suggested, gratuities by the villagers to the paraphylakes were quite 
common and resulted from their desire to avoid being terrorized by these armed 
men. Petronius remarked that some of the villagers aided the /arrones by hid- 
ing their booty and probably guiding them in their raids. "The paraphylakes 
could hold the whole village responsible in such cases, which made it neces- 
sary to appease them with various sorts of offerings. However, it could be that 
some of these offerings reflected real gratitude on the part of the villagers, who 
otherwise had to rely on their own courage when being attacked by /arrones, 
as was vividly described by Petronius.1!? 

“The orophylakes, officials whose responsibilities were quite similar to those 
of the paraphylakes, appear already in the Hellenistic period.!% The isopolity 
treaty between Miletus and Heraclea by the Latmus refers to various aspects 
of the service and maintenance of the orophylaPes, including the orophylakion 
tax. The existence of this tax, although its interpretations differ, demonstrates 
that the problem of financing such officials was known long before the Romans, 
so that gratuities from the villagers probably dated to the pre-Roman period 
as well.12! Some provisions în the treaty between Miletus and Heraclea by the 
Latmus are similar to the later regulations by the Roman authorities for the 
paraphylakes. According to the treaty, the orophylakes were responsible for 
catching runaway slaves and returning them to their masters. We see the same 
responsibility indicated in what is likely to have been a rescript of some Roman 
official, whose exact status remains uncertain. References to the paraphylaPkes 
in the so-called customs law of the province of Asia probably concerned Greek 
officials who were employed by the Romans for their own purposes. 

“The stele with the above-mentioned decree in honor of the paraphylax 
Apollophanes has what seems to be a representation of Apollophanes himself: 
he was depicted as a rider surrounded by foot soldiers carrying big shields. The 
soldiers were probably the /rogmitai, the ordinary military men who are usu- 
ally considered to have been foot soldiers, though some have suggested that 


118. OGI 527, esp. 3-6 (Hierapolis, imperial period), with Robert, Lrudes anatoliennes, 103— 
104; Î.Prusa ad Obympum 1 23.3—7 (c.2nd half of 2nd cent. A.D.). Responsibilities of the paraphylakes: 
Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:196; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 290; Robert, Eudes anatoliennes, 96-—108. 

119. Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:196; Petr. Sar. 4, 8. 

120. ]. Robert and L. Robert, Amyzon, 1:97, no. 2.5-6 (321-320 B.C.), with their comment 
on p. 101. Cf. MAMA VIII 354b (= 1.Sultan Dagi | 509b).2: orophylax (Pisido-Phrygian border, 
undated). 

121. Milet 1 3, 150 (= Syll.3 633).87-99, esp. 93-04 (c.185-184 B.C.?), with ]. Robert and L. 
Robert, Amyzon, 1:102—103. See a brief summary of opinions about this tax by Herrmann in Mi/er 
VI 1 (1997), p. 186. 

122. Milet 1 3, 150 (= SyIl.3 633).96-98 (c.185-—184 B.c.?) with ]. Robert and L. Robert, 
Amyzon, 1:102—103; MAMA IN 297.8-11 (Dionysoupolis, c. A.D. 250). "he customs law: SEG 39, 
1180.32—34, 42—45 (75 B.C.), 96 (17 B.C.), and Index ad “Monumentum Ephesenum,” ELA 14 (1989): 
188 s.v. “rapabvhakn.” 
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they could be employed as both foot and mounted soldiers.!% A similar relief, 
with the mounted paraphylax and the diogmitai on foot, from the village of the 
Boneitoi in the Cayster Valley in Lydia clearly represents another offering by 
the villagers to a military official from a local city. Several Pisidian inscriptions 
that mention the Jrogmitai as accompanying not the paraphylax but an etrenarches 
suggest that the transition from pre-Roman local officials to the errenarchai 
might have taken place in Pisidia as well. A similar trend can be traced in Lycia, 
where officers who had police functions on large estates were not the esrenarchai 
(î.e., as in Phrygia) but the orophylakes still in the third century A.D.12% 


The Ekdikoi and the Syndikoi 


“The appearance of the ekdkoi and the syndifoi, who have often been identi- 
fied by Roman and modern authors with the Jefensor crvitatis, cannot be dated 
precisely.1% An attempt to date their introduction to the fourth century in 
places other than Egypt is unfounded because it uses the evidence for a differ- 
ent official, the defensor plebis.!% Although the latter has sometimes been iden- 
tified with the defensor civitatis, and consequently with the ekdikos and the 
syndikos, the office of the defensor plebis was established by Valentinian I for 
quite different purposes.17 

Ekdikos and syndikos have been distinguished either according to the 
fields of their activity or as officials who were appointed in different ways.175 
Further interpretations produced combinations of these two approaches. 
Marquardt viewed the ek4kos as a regular official who mediated between the 
city and the governor, and like Chapot, he viewed the syndikos as an extraordi- 


123. Ad /.Prusa ad Obympum 1 23 (c.2nd half of 2nd cent. A.D.); Martyrium S. Polycarpi 7.1 
(Smyrna). Cagnat, “De municipalibus et provincialibus militiis,” 38 with n.6. Cf. Jones, Greek Ciry, 
212: “mounted constables.” See now Rife, “Officials,” 100, 108. 

124. Robert, Frudes anatoliennes, 102—103 (the katoikia ot the Boncitoi), and OMS, 2:880; 
Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:196; Milner, Epigraphical Survey, 37, no. 92 (Lycia, €. A.D. 224-225). 

125. "The word ekdikos was used to translate the Latin defensor in Nov.Just. 15 (“De 
defensoribus”). Cf. Hermogenian Dig. 50.4.1.2; Arcad.Charys. Dig. 50.4.18.13. See also, e.g., Mason, 
Greek Terms, 42 (5.v. Ek5ukos), 80 (s.v. owvâukos), 184 (5.v. defensor civitatis esse); Levy, “Ftudes” 
(1899), 275, 276 n.6; Chapot, “Syndicus,” 1582. 

126. Abbott and Johnson, Municipal Administration, 92, with reference to C. Th. 1.29.1 (A.D. 
364). De Ste. Croix, C/ass Strugele, 317 spoke of the defensor civitatis and defensor plebis as the same 
official. 

127. Otto Seeck, “Defensor civitatis,” in RE 4 (1901), 2365-2371; Christian Gizewski, “De- 
fensor,” in NPauly 3 (1997), 362. See B. R. Rees, “The defensor civitatis in Egypt,” 77P 6 (1952): 75; 
Jones, Cities, 146. Defensor plebis: C. Th. 1.29.1 (A.D. 364); Marquardt, Staatsvermaltung, 1:214-—215. 

128. “The first: Chapot, “Syndicus,” 1582; cf. Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 276-277. The second: 
Magie, Roman Rule, 048-649; Sherwin-White, Letters, 719 (with reference to Plin. Ep. 10.110.1): 
if appointed ad hoc, usually a syndikos; cf. Chapot, Province, 270-271: the ekdikos as a permanent 
official only in the imperial period. 
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nary appointee managing relations between the city and Roman authorities in 
general, including the emperors, beginning in the time of Constantine. Some 
of the features of the ekdiPos and syndikos look similar. Such confusing views 
probably emerged largely because of the similar nature of their activities, and 
therefore the basis for distinguishing between them remains unclear. 12 

The ekdikoi in the cities of provincial Asia were yearly officials. In neigh- 
boring Bithynia and Pamphylia they held their offices “for life,” but such evi- 
dence concerns only the efdikoi of the gerousiai.!% Long after the end of the 
old senatorial province of Asia, the ekdko: continued to defend the interests 
of Asian cities: one of them mediated a conflict between the city of Sardis and 
the builders” guild.!5! Under the Romans, they operated also on behalf of the 
city councils, gerousiai, various Foina, and individual communities, such as 
villages.!%2 Even leagues had their own ekdikoi and syndikoi. 155 

“The syndikoi surface in Asian documents only in the second century, as 
legal representatives of the city before the state.15* However, this word desig- 
nated both imperial officials, such as “the advocate of the treasury,” and syndrkoi 
of individual Asian cities.!% In the latter case, the duty of the syndikoi was to 
defend the rights and privileges of the city before the Roman state, a duty that 
survived into later times.1%6 


129. Marquardt, Staatsverwaltung, 1:214—215 with reference to Arcad.Charys. Dig. 50.4.18.13; 
Chapot, Province, 271; Magie, Roman Rule, 648-649: an ekdikos was an official operating inside and 
outside the territory of the city, usually on a regular basis, while a syndifos was active outside and 
only on special occasions. See Robert, He//enica, 9:12 n.4. 

130. OGI 458 (= 7. Priene 105).64—66 (edictum de făstis provincialibus, c.9 B.C.); cf. 1. Priene 111.26, 
125 (early 1st cent. B.C.). For Bithynia, see honorific decrees by the local gerousia in 7. Nikaia 61.12, 
62.9-—10, 63.9, all dated to the rd cent. A.D. by Sencer Şahin; Mansel, Bean, and Inan, Agora, 83-84, 
no. 51.910 (€. mid-2nd cent. A.D.), with ]. Robert and L.. Robert, BE 1958, no. 497. Walter Ameling, 
1. Prusias ad Hypium, 21, thought that the ekdikos in that Bithynian city was elected ad hoc. 

131. Henri Gregoire, Recueil des inscriptions grecques chretiennes d' Asie Mineure (Paris: 
Editions Ernest Leroux, 1922), 112, no. 322.6—11 (Sardis, A.D. 459), with the editor”s commentary 
on pp. 113-114. 

132. Council: /.Fphesos INI 740.15 (A.D. 211-212), Q51.15—16 (late 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.). 
Gerousia: Î. Nikaia 61.12, 62.9—10, 63.9 (3rd cent. A.D.); Mansel, Bean, and Inan, Agora, 83—84, 
no. 51.9—10 (c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.). Koinon: Debord and Varinlioglu, Les Hautes Terres, 139, 
no. 36.9-10 (the koinon of Leucoideoi, 107-80 B.C.). Kome: TAM V 974.48 (Thyatira, late 1st— 
early 2nd cent. A.D.). See also Magie, Roman Rule, 449, 1298 n.60. 

133. “The first: Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.40, 41-42, 51, 81, 93 (= 97), 111-112, 121 (= 136) (5-1 
B.C.). The second: /.Fphesos III 802.22-23 (early rd cent. A.D.). 

134. Chapot, “Syndicus,” 1582; ]. Robert and L. Robert, BE 1963, no. 221. Cf. Antony 
Spawforth (Cartledge and Spawforth, He//enistic and Roman Sparta, 155): similar responsibility of 





the syndikoi in Sparta, where they also start to be documented in the 2nd cent. 

135. Advocatus fisci: MAMA VI 373.7 (Synnada, late 2nd cent. A.D.) with the editor's com- 
mentary ad hoc. Cf. LW 651 (Philadelphia, 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.) with Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 276 
n.7. Syndikoi of individual cities: Î. Pergamon III 34a.7—10 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.); Î. Ephesos 
III 802.918 (early rd cent. A.D.); Philostr. VS, pp. 491-492 (Smyrna). 

136. E.g., Liban. Or. 27.32, 29.12: the syndikos of the city (Syria). Cf. Erym.Magn. s.v. 
OUvĂLKOL. 
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Also in the second century, Plutarch used the verbs syndrfein and syndikazein 
when discussing the events of the Republican past, in particular the role of Cicero 
as one of the advocates for Murena, and when discussing the benefits of hav- 
ing friends who could offer their services as advocates. 1% Plutarch's use of these 
verbs for preimperial times could be anachronistic, but it is interesting that 
Plutarch applied one of them to designate activities relevant to a Roman offi- 
cial, as Murena was consul at that time, whereas describing Cicero's defense 
of Milo, Plutarch referred to him as a synegoros. "This limited evidence does 
not allow us to draw a fine line between the meanings of syndikos and synegoros. 
But their meanings were probably quite close, as is also illustrated by inscrip- 
tions from the imperial period.158 

“The syndikoi and ekdikoi are known in pre-Roman times as well, when they 
had similar responsibilities. A Hellenistic inscription from Ceos, an island in 
the Cyclades, mentions the syndkoi who provided the legal defense of the in- 
terests of the city. An inscription from Magnesia refers to the ekdikoi who 
defended the territorial claims of Priene against similar claims of Magnesia 
before the court of Mylasa. Two inscriptions from Mylasa for ekdikoi whose 
names do not survive probably refer to a similar situation: one of them speaks 
of the ekdikoi coming to the court, while the second mentions the ek/Pos who 
defended the rights of the city on more than one occasion. The treaty of 
sympolity between Miletus and Pidasa also refers to the eri when men- 
tioning the disputes between the residents of these two places.1% 

The ekdiko: did not operate only locally in preprovincial times. For 
example, the inscription from Magnesia reveals the practice of two disput- 
ing cities sending their ekdikoi to present their cases before a third party, 
which was to make the final judgment. "The two inscriptions mentioned above 
from Mylasa likely concerned similar situations. This corresponds exactly 
to Cicero's advice to the disputing cities of Mylasa and Alabanda to send 
“ecdici” to Rome. He made a clear distinction between the ambassadors and 
the ekdikoi, saying that the latter would get things done, probably in the sense 
that they had the right to make decisions on behalf of the city. "The inscrip- 
tion in honor of Tib. Cl. Amphiarchos from 'Thyatira refers to a similar 
mediation of his as the ekdikos between two Fomai.!% The distinction marked 
by Cicero between the legates and the ekd/ko: survived into the imperial 


137. Plut. Cato Mi. 21.7 and De amic.mult. 6, p. 95c. 

138. Plut. Cic. 35.1. Cf. MAMA VI 373.7 (Synnada, late 2nd cent. A.D.); LW 651 (Philadel- 
phia, 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.). 

139. IG XIL.5, 538.5-6 (Ceos, 3rd cent. B.C.); .Magnesia 93a.26—27 (c. early 2nd cent. B.C.) 
with Gauthier, BE 1092, no. 174; 1.Mylasa 132.8—9, 10-11, 134.36 (Hellenistic period); Milet | 3, 
149.37—39 (187-186 B.C.?). See Magie, Roman Rule, 648-649. 

140. Î.Magnesia 93a.15-—16, 26-27, 93c.11-18 (dispute between Magnesia and Priene, 
c. early 2nd cent. B.C.), Cic. Fam. 13.56.1 (31 B.C.); TAM V 974.48 (Thyatira, late 1st—early 
2nd cent. A.D.). 
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period.!+! The syndikoi were similarly set apart from ambassadors.!Y Evidence 
for ambassadors performing the duties of the syndikos does not signify a de- 
parture from earlier practices: ambassadors could act as advocates.!% "The re- 
sponsibilities of the ekdikoi and syndikoi were seemingly as close as they had 
been in pre-Roman times, and both offices survived into the third century.1* 

A new development in the Roman period seems to have been the use of 
the verb ekdikern and its cognates for anyone, including private individuals, 
who would prosecute violators of burials. Funerary inscriptions from Asia and 
neighboring provinces started to include this clause in the second century.!? 
Even those who did not have political rights in the city could stand as advo- 
cates, including foreigners and even the Roman provincial governors, who acted 
as ekdikoi for cities or social organizations, such as gerousiai.1% Like individu- 
als, whole social organizations and even the entire people could act as ebikor, 
both before and under the Romans. But there still was a visible distinction 
between a private person who acted as an advocate and the ek4iPos as an offi- 
cial.!* Another continuity was the use of the syndiFoi as representatives of 
Greek cities who defended their rights and privileges. Similar to what we have 
seen in relation to some other officials, the activity of the syndrkoi changed only 
in order to serve the demands of the time; in particular, the office began to 
center on relations between Greek cities and Roman authorities. 


141. Î.Priene 111.23 and 26 (early 1st cent. B.C.); TAM V 10o02.8—12 (Thyatira, 1st-2nd cent. 
A.D.2); CIG Il 2771.1L.10—11 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); Robert, Etudes anatoliennes, 54 n-4 (his 
restoration of GR IV 471), l.5—6 (Pergamum, 1st cent. B.C.); SEG 44, 940b.16 (Miletus, 6-5 B.C.); 
see also SEG 42, 1215.11-13 (Etenna in Pisidia, imperial period). 

142. E.g., I.Ephesos III 802.9—18 (early 3rd cent. A.D.). 

143. Î.Ephesos Il 728.18—21 (c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.); cf. 802.9—18 (early 3rd cent. A.D.); AM 
V 1002.8—12 (Thyatira, 1st-2nd cent. A.D.?). Cf. SEG 47, 1573: Andronicus, the son of Eukration, 
performed embassies and ekdikiai (Cnidus, imperial period?). 

144. Î.Prusias ad Hypium 2.7-8 (before A.D. 212), 3.7 (before A.D. 211), 6.12-13 (after A.D. 
212). 

145. MAMA VIII 54378, 544, 360, 571 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); REG 10 (1906): 256 
257, n0. 149; 267-269, no. 163; 270-271, no. 165; LW 1641 (all from Aphrodisias, 2nd or 3rd cent. 
A.D.); TAM II 69, 70, 82 (Telmessus, Roman period), 122 (Leussi, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 246 (Bel, 
imperial period), III 543, 590 (Lermessus, imperial period?). 

146. TAM V 1002.8-12 (Thyatira, 1st-2nd cent. A.D.2); Philostr. VS, pp. 491-492, with 
Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 18, 26, on the origin of Polemo from Laodicea. Governors: 7. Laodikeia 
am Lykos 1 37 (c. A.D. 160s); Mansel, Bean, and Inan, Agora, 83-84, no. 51 (c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.). 

147. Î.Ephesos IL 737.12—13 (A.D. 244-246) and (2) 743 (3rd cent. A.D.); Milet I 3, 149.37—39 
(187-186 B.c.?). For this distinction, see, e.g., 7. Ephesos la 26.20a (A.D. 180-192). 
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The Evolution 


of Municipal Functions 


Opinions differ considerably about the effect of the change in the financial and 
social status of city officials on the character of city offices. Some think that 
under the Romans the character of Greek city offices was totally different from 
that in the preceding period, while others speak in favor ofa marked continuity.| 
“The amount of corresponding evidence from Roman times is much larger than 
what we have seen in the preceding period. 


“The “Term of City Offices 


Since officeholding had already become more expensive in the Hellenistic pe- 
riod, a term of office equal to a whole year came to be considered a form of bene- 
faction to the city. Under the Romans, the costly character of the gymnastarchia 
in Magnesia, Heraclea Salbake, and Stratonicea in Caria, as well as the agoranomia 
in 'Tralles, is demonstrated by references to their holders as “the first and the 
only” in office.? Another outcome was that more and more often such costly 
offices were held for less than a year. In the Roman period, four months was the 
term of office of the gymnasiarch in Miletus and 'Tralles, the mycrostrategos in 
Laodicea by the Lycus, and the agoranomoi in many cities of Asia.* Six months 


1. Garnsey, “Aspects,” 12; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 224; Labarre, Cires de Lesbos, 246. 


2. 1.Magnesia 163.6-7 (c.1st cent. A.D.), L. Robert and ]. Robert, Care, 2:169, no. 56.3-6 
(c. A.D. 74); SEG 38, 1080.21-22 (Stratonicea, 1st-2nd cent. A.D.); . Tra/leis 1 79.3—5 (Roman pe- 
riod), 90.7—10 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). 

3. Gymnasiarch: Î.Didyma 250.3—5 (c.30 B.C.), 1. Tra/leis | 75.111 (ast-2nd cent. A.D.). 
Nyctostrategos: I. Laodikeia am Lykos | 72 (A.D. 254-255) with Robert, Laodicee du Lycos, 262. 
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was the term of office for the treasurers in the Didymeian sanctuary, the 
agoranomoi in Stratonicea and '[hyatira, the generals in Stratonicea and prob- 
ably Cnidus, and various other officials.* 

Sometimes special phrases, such as “for four months” or “for six months,” 
were applied in order to designate these officials, though other term lengths 
are known as well.5 Officials operating on administrative levels other than 
that of the entire city could have similarly short terms, as did, for example, 
the gymnasiarch of the gerousia.6 In many places, evidence for short-term 
officeholding surfaces only in the Roman period, but the six-month term of 
the treasurers in the Didymeion demonstrates that this could be a continua- 
tion of preprovincial development. Both before and under the Romans, those 
offices which required particularly heavy expenses could have short terms. 
However, unlike in Hellenistic times, it is difficult to trace any other reason 
than this for the short term of city offices in provincia Asia.” Even evidence for 
financial and military offices held for less than a year makes it clear that these 
limits were imposed by monetary constraint rather than by the need to secure 
guarantees against the misuse of such influential positions. 

Some offices in Asian cities could be held for a very long time; for example, 
a priesthood în Erythrae was occupied by the same person for forty years.5 But 
most of the evidence for terms of office that were longer than a year concerns 
much shorter periods. Some of them were counted in months, as demonstrated 
by honorific inscriptions for Nannion, daughter of Iason, from Miletus, and 





Agoranomoi: I.Magnesia 164 (> OGI 485).8 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.2), 179.7—10 (c.1st-2nd cent. A.D.); 
OGI 524 (= TAM V 932).5 (Thyatira, imperial period); 7. Erythrai 104 (late Hellenistic period); 
see 103.2 (1st cent. B.C.). See also 7. Prusias ad Hypium 13.7-8 (reign of Septimius Severus); cf., 
however, 20.7-9: the agoranomia for three months (3rd cent. A.D.). 

4. Treasurers: /.Didyma 39oa.I (54 B.C.), 391a.11.4-6 (44 B.C.), b.2—4 (24 B.C.), 395 (41-01 
B.C.), 396 (41-01 B.C.), 397.12 (34-33 B.C.), 398-2—4 (34-33 B.C.), 399.56 (c.40-19 B.C.), 408.1—3 
(c.15 B.C.), 412.2—5 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.), 413.1 (imperial period); see also IG IX.2, 415a.0-8, 35-38 
(Pherae, late 1st cent. B.C.), and evidence from Larissa in JG IX.2, 539.2—3 (117 B.C.), 544.3 (A.D. 
41-42), 546.2—3 (A.D. 131-132). Agoranomoi: Î.Stratonikeia 524.7-13 (Lagina, imperial period), TAM 





V 930.5—6 (imperial period). Generals: /.Srratonikeia 1006 (imperial period) and (?) 7. Ănidos | 8o1 
(c.1st cent. A.D.?). See also 7. Didyma 291.46: the paidonomoi (early imperial period); 1. Priene 111.26— 
27: the ekdikoi (early st cent. B.C.), OGI 622.5-6: the gymnasiarch (Gerasa in Syria, early 3rd cent. 
A.D.); BE 1948, no. 244 and 1964, no. 499: the agoranomos (Tyr, imperial period), and 1962, no. 
315: the agoranomos (Caesarea, imperial period); IG XII.5, 881e.1, 882, 883, 884: the archon (Tenos, 
1st cent. B.C.), Dio Or. 34.36: the prytanis (Tarsus). 

5. E.g., I.Prusias ad Hypium 4-7: agoranomos for ten months (c. reign of Commodus). 

6. J.Magnesia 164 (= OGI 485).6—7 (ast-2nd cent. A.D.2);, 7. Didyma 250.3—5 (c.30 B.C.), 258.4 
7 (early imperial period). 

7. Î. Tralleis | 75.1—11 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.), Jones, Greek City, 174-175; Quass, Honoratio- 
renschicht, 346. 

8. E.g., I.Eryihrai 69.5-6 (late Hellenistic-early imperial period?). See also 7G II? 3620.17 
(A.D. 161-162) with Oliver, Sacred Gerusia, 107, no. 23 (A.D. 177-180); SEG 41, 1360.14-17: 
eikooampwTrevoavra €reoiw ikavois ws ui ueubivai vrr6 Tiwwos (Balboura, after A.D. 220). 
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Flavius Damianus from Ephesus.” The reasons for holding office for so long 
were different. In some cases, the office could be a hereditary priesthood or a 
priesthood that was sold “for fe.” On the one hand, evidence about deities 
and emperors holding costly offices, usually eponymous positions, in various 
cities of Asia for several years in succession suggests that long officeholding could 
have been connected with the need to bear official expenditures.! Officeholding 
by deities was a continuation of a preprovincial development. Both before and 
under the Romans, if someone was willing to bear the cost, he or she could 
follow these divine examples and hold such offices for more than one year. On 
the other hand, such evidence for emperors is also known from the Latin west, 
implying that this practice developed throughout the Roman Empire and was 
not characteristic of the Greek-speaking provinces. Local benefactors in Greek 
cities often established a foundation which financed the holding of an office 
by themselves and those who were elected after them, thus becoming officials 
“in perpetuity.”ll 

In preprovincial Asia offices “for life” were solely sacral positions. Dur- 
ing Roman times, “for life” and similar expressions continued to be applied 
mostly to religious offices or those that were associated with religious activity, 
such as those of the priests, high priests, agnearchai, and hymnodoi.!? "This 
old practice was extended to newly established religious officials, such as the 
priests of Rom and the Augusti or, more precisely, the neokoroi.!5 Secular 


9. 1.Didyma 346.1—3 (7-6 B.c.); I.Ephesos INI 672b, restored by the editors on the basis of 
parallel texts. 'This is the same Flavius Damianus who was honored for having performed the sec- 
retaryship with many benefactions and who gave to the city a large sum of money left over from 
this office; see 672 and VII.1, 3080.17-20 (A.D. 166). 

10. Robert, Fe/lenica, 2:53—64 (with notes); Magie, Roman Rule, 649-650; Robert K. Sherk, 
““The Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, IV: The Register,” ZPE 93 (1992): 231-232 (Miletus); 
Robert K. Sherk, “The Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, V: The Register,” ZPE 96 (1993): 
283-285 (deities as eponyms, also in the imperial period), 285-288 (emperors and their relatives as 
eponyms). 

11. Liebenam, Stădreverwaltung, 261 n.4, for the western part of the empire; Robert, He//enica, 
11—12:25—27. 

12. Priests: J. Tra/leis 1 82.3 (Roman period), MAMA VI 105 (> L. Robert and ]. Robert, 
Carie, 2:190-—191, no. 94).2—3 (Heraclea Salbake, A.D. 125-126); TAM V 963.5-6 (Thyatira, 2nd or 
3rd cent. A.D.); BE 1968, no. zoo (Philadelphia, reign of Vespasian); Şahin, “New Inscriptions,” 9, 
no. 12.5 (Lagina, “Roman period”); cf. SNG von Aulock, Index (Berlin: Gebr. Mann, 1981), 146 
(Philadelphia); Munsterberg, Beamtennamen, 145 (Philadelphia, reign of Domitian); see also AM 
III 52.2-3 (Termessus, 2nd cent. A.D.), 83a.3 (A.D. 96), 90.2-5 (c. A.D. 217); LSAM 79.7 (Pednelissus? 
1st cent. B.C.?), Heberdey and Wilhelm, Reise, r89z und 1892, 157, no. 264.5-6 (2nd or 3rd cent. 
A.D.). High priests: AM V 966.6-7 (Thyatira, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); see also Sterrett, 7ourney, 
154-155, n0. 139.8-9 (Antioch-near-Pisidia, imperial period); Mitford, “Inscriptions from Roman 
Cyprus,” 72-76, no. 41 (Larnaca, imperial period). Agnearchai: I.Ephesos IV 1010.4 (A.D. 51-92), 
1028.17 (2nd cent. A.D.), 1029.19-—20 (A.D. 112-139). Hymnodoi: I.Didyma 50.68 (late Hellenistic or 
Roman period). 

13. Cult of Rome: FAM III 16.1—2 (Termessus, A.D. 161-169), 90.3—5 (c. A.D. 217). Imperial 
cult: 7.Assos 17.2 (reign of Augustus), AM V 980.3—4 (Thyatira, 2nd cent. A.D.). Numismatic 
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offices were held “for life” in the cities of Roman Asia as well, including those 
of'the agonothetes, gymnasiarch, general, boularchos, stephanephoros, and others.!* 
Provinces neighboring Asia were likewise affected by this development.! All 
such offices, including the eponymous stephanephoria in Philadelphia and 
Sardis and Jemiourgia in Selge, were costly /eitourgiai which were sought after 
by local notables first of all because of their social prestige. Non-archa:, such 
as the posts of the ar//orhetai and sitodotai in Asia or the logistai in Bithynia, 
could be held “for life” too, which demonstrates that these expressions had 
primarily social significance.16 Other Greek-speaking provinces offer similar 
evidence for secretaries, doctors, and various sorts of teachers.! Both in Asia 
and elsewhere, offices on administrative levels other than that of the entire city 
could be held “for life” as well, as documented for administrative colleges, such 





evidence: Miinsterberg, Beamtennamen, 70 (Pergamum, reign of Commodus), 71 (Perperne, the 
reign of Marcus). See also JGR III 83 (lonopolis, A.D. 45); TAM II 420.2 (Patara, early imperial 
period); Dagron and Feissel, /nscriptions de Cilicie, 88-89, no. 44 (Adana, 1st-2nd cent. A.D.). 
Neokoroi: LW 845 (Aezani, late 2nd-—ard cent. A.D.2), 848 (Aezani, reign of Claudius); Sy/1.% 898.3— 
4 (Chalcis, 3rd cent. A.D.); IG II? 1328.35 (Attica, 183-182 B.c.), IG XIL.9, 906.3 (Euboea, after 
A.D. 212); F.Xanthos VII, no. 15 (Letoon, imperial period), with A. Balland”s commentary on pp. 36— 
37 (nn. 172-173); Wilhelm Biichner, “De neocoria” (diss., Giessen: ]. Ricker, 1888), 19; Carla Fayer, 
II culto della dea Roma: Origine e di[fusione nell” Impero (Pescara: 'Trimestre, 1976), 125. 

14. Agonothetai: I. Tralleis | 126.7-8 (c. A.D. 160); TAM V 968.5-6 (Thyatira, imperial period): 
possibly /..Smyrna 591.3—4 (reign of Nero); JGR III 360.3 (Sagalassus, imperial period), 7..Side ÎI 122.1 
(c.3rd cent. A.D.?). Gymnasiarch: 7. Apameia (Bithynia) und Pylai 114.45 (Strobilos, A.D. 178-187). 
General: SEG 44, 943.1-2 (Miletus, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.). Bou/archos: TAM V 950.6, 954.15, 909.4 
(Thyatira, early zrd cent. A.D.); see Liebenam, Srădrevermaltung, 246 n.5. Stephanephoros: BCH 1 
(1877): 86, no. 26 (Philadelphia, Roman period); SEG 43, 865.22 (Sardis, reign of Severus Alexander); 
see Sherk, “Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, IV,” 240 for the stephanephoros as the eponymous 
official in Philadelphia. Sherk's suggestion (244) that the eponymous official in Sardis changed from 
the stephanephoros to the priest of Rome early in the provincial period seems doubtful to me because 
some Sardian inscriptions from later times as well are dated only by the s/ephanephoros alone; see 244, 
no. 66. “he eri râs evkoopias dpxwv: IGR IV 582.2 (Aezani, imperial period). 

15. Politographos: I. Prusias ad Hypium 10.3—4 (before A.D. 212), 17.15 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. 
A.D.). Agonothetes: SEG 41, 1359.3 (Balboura, early 3rd cent. A.D.), 1362 (Balboura, late 3rd cent. 
A.D.). Demiourgos: I.Selge 57.6-8 (3rd cent. A.D.) with Johannes Nollc and Friedel Schindler ad hoc: 
the demiourgos was the eponymous official in Selge. Fikosaprotos: TAM II 1202.7-8 (Phaselis, A.D. 
145-146); cf. 1200.6-7 (Phaselis, 2nd cent. A.D.?). 

10. Athlothetai: Î. Ephesos ÎN 1110.3, 1111.3, 1112.3, 1113-4 (all from 3rd cent. A.D.). Sitodotai: 
BCH 1 (1877): 86, no. 27 (Philadelphia, Roman period). Logistai: I. Prusa ad Obympum 1 13.5-6 (reign 
of Hadrian?). 

17. Secretaries: BCH 2 (1878): 276, no. 2.4 (Euboea, imperial period?). Secretary of ephebes: 
IG IE 2111-12.7-8 (Attica, A.D. 182-190), 2223.14 (A.D. 218-219 or later), 2239.7 (A.D. 238-243). 
Secretary ofa college: BE 1971, no. 441 (Istros, imperial period). Doctors: JG III 1202, Col. 1, 1.38 
(Attica, 3rd cent. A.D.);, Liban. Dec/. 15.1.37.7; Pohl, “De Graecorum medicis publicis,” 54. For 
teachers, see, e.g., the paidotribai: IG IP 2030.7—10, 2065.21—22, 2067.104, 2068.62 (Athens, 2nd 
cent. A.D.), 2223.12 (A.D. 218-219 or later); BCH 1 (1877): 234, ll.7-8 (Athens, Roman period); and 
hypopaidotribai, hoplomachoi, and didaskaloi: IG IP 2203.21—23 (Attica, after A.D. 200), 2223.36 (A.D. 
218-219 or later). See a specially selected group of posts “for life” in JG III 1202, col. I, l.29—41 
(Attica, 3rd cent. A.D.); cf. JG III 1199 (A.D. 262-263). 
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as city councils, and social organizations, namely the xystoi, synagogai, and 


gerousiai. 15 


Officials ““in perpetuity” are not encountered before the Romans. It is only 
in the provincial period that we see the gymnasiarchs “in perpetuity” in Asia 
and other Greek-speaking territories.!?"The agonor/hetai “in perpetuity” have been 
documented in Aphrodisias and Ephesus, as well as in other provinces, particu- 
larly Cilicia. Other officials “in perpetuity” included the szephanephoroi, nomo- 
phylakes, and priests in Asia as well as the Jemiourgo: in Pamphylia, the agoranomoi 
in Laconia, and probably some others.7! "The expression “in perpetuity” was also 
used in relation to officials operating on administrative levels other than that of 
the entire city, such as the prytaneis in Mytilene. Gradually this practice extended 


18. Boularchos: TAM V 950.6, 954.15, 969.4 (Thyatira, early 3rd cent. A.D.). Prytanis: 1. Ephesos 
III 859 (reign of Augustus). Xystarches: Î. Tralleis | 113.9—10 (3rd cent. A.D. and after), 117.2 (after 
reign of Commodus); 7. Ephesos IV 1124.11-12 (A.D. 96-98); see also F.De/phes IIL.1, 557.2 (Delphi, 
after c. A.D. 250), IG IE 2772.5 (Attica, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), IG V.1, 669.5-6 (Laconia, imperial 
period); SEG 41, 16027.3—4 (Hermoupolis Magna, c. A.D. 2177-2182). Archisynagogos: CI7 766.3, of 
a Jewish synagogue in Phrygia (late st cent. A.D.2); see also BCH 4 (1880): 181, no. 44 (Leos, 3rd 
cent. A.D.2) with Robert, He//enica, 1:27—28, who saw a Jewish official here. Ekdikos of the gerousia: 
I.Nikaia 61.13 (3rd cent. A.D.). 

19. 1.Magnesia 188.10-13 (c.1st-2nd cent. A.D.); REG 19 (1906): 246-247, no. 142.23-24 
(Aphrodisias, imperial period). See also "Termessus in Pisidia: 7AM III 21.7-8 (soon after A.D. 212), 
58.5-6 (2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.?), 121.6-8 (2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 122.4 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.). Pamphylia: 
Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1964-1968, 61-62, no. 34.9-11 (eastern Pamphylia, 1st cent. A.D.?); 
Lanckorofski, Stădte, 1:177, no. 61.8-10 (Sillyum, imperial period); 7..Side Il 103 and 104 (impe- 
rial period). Cilicia: Tiirk Arkeoloji Dergisi 13 (1966 [1968]): 8, with ]. Robert and L. Robert, BE 
1968, no. 548 (Anemurium, Roman period); Heberdey and Wilhelm, Reisen, 1597 und 1592, 148, 





no. 250 (reign of Trajan); /. Kibyra 42a.4—8, 42b.4—8, 42c.4—9, 42d.4—9, 42€.4-7 (soon after A.D. 
72-732), 73 (soon after A.D. 73742); 1. Lindos 465a.10—11, b.8-9, c.8, d.6—7, €.5, f.6-9, 8.45, h.10 
11 (late 2nd cent. A.D.); JG V.1, 547.16 (Laconia, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); IG XII.2, 208.3—4, 211.45 
(Mytilene, imperial period); Dieter Hagedorn, “Noch einmal: Weibliche Gymnasiarchen in 
Aegypten?” ZPE 110 (1996), 158-159: women as “perpetual gymnasiarchs” in Roman Egypt. 

20. MAMA VIII 501.67 (Aphrodisias, Roman period); J. Ephesos IV 1107.10 (A.D. 235-238), 
1108.2 (3rd cent. A.D.), 1114.5-6 (late 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.), 1117.6 (2nd-ard cent. A.D.), 1130.45 
(c. A.D. 174); SEG 38, 1446 (Balboura, A.D. 158-161); 43, 950.3—4 (Sagalassos, c. A.D. 120); 7.Sel/ge 
16.12-—13 (late Severan period), 20a.4-—6 (c.2nd quarter of 3rd cent. A.D.); AS 12 (1962 [1963]): 193, 
no. 9 with BE 1965, no. 422 (no. 9) (Hamaxia? in Cilicia, early ard cent. A.D.); Heberdey and Wilhelm, 
Reisen, 1891 und 1892, 152, no. 258 and 153, no. 259 (reign of 'Trajan); IG V.1, 1179.5—7 (Laconia, 
3rd cent. A.D.). 

21. Stephanephoroi: REG 19 (1906): 246-247, no. 142.23—24 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); 
MAMA VI 74.45 (Attouda, imperial period), 157 (> L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:277, 
no. 152).19-20 (Apollonia Salbake, A.D. 185-192) and 158 (= L. Robert and ]. Robert, Care, 2:278- 
279, no. 156).9 (Apollonia Salbake, late 2nd cent. A.D.); FAM V 1345a (> IGR IV 1342 = Î.Magnesia 
am Sipylos 20).3 (2nd cent. A.D.). Each of these inscriptions refers to the yearly eponym. Nomophylakes: 
1. Laodikeia am Lykos | 44 (late 2nd cent. A.D.) with the editor's ad hoc commentary on such funds 
elsewhere. Priests: 7. Ephesos VI 2055.17—19 (A.D. 2112), TAM III 101.6-7 (Termessus, 2nd-3rd cent. 
A.D.). See also the demiourgoi in Pamphylia: 1..Selge 57.6-8 (3rd cent. A.D.) with the commentary ad 





hoc; Lanckorofski, Srădre, 1:177, no. 61.8-10 (Sillyum, imperial period); and, in general, Velingiani- 
Terzi, Damiurgen 157. Agoranomos in Laconia: IG V.1, 547.16 (2nd-3rd cent. A.D.). 
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to the Romans as well. [he famous C. Antius A. Iulius Quadratus, the holder of 
the proconsulate of Asia and numerous other positions in the imperial adminis- 
tration, was also the gymnasiarch “in perpetuity” of the synodos of the neo: in 
Pergamum. Roman beneficiary activity thus began to acquire Greek forms. Since 
the Romans also could establish such endowments and occupy city offices, these 
activities must have been /eitourgiai accessible to everybody and not only to those 
who had political rights in Asian cities. "The two Aclii Claudiani, presumably 
brothers, established the srep/hanephoria “in perpetuity” in Magnesia by the 
Sipylus.22 "They were most likely members ofa local family who received Roman 
citizenship. Some of the Romans who performed such benefactions were in fact 
prominent locals who made up part of the imperial ruling clite. 

“The phrases “for life” and “in perpetuity” were not used side by side, but 
their meanings were probably close. However, there was a clear distinction 
between them since “in perpetuity” referred to private donations for the main- 
tenance of an office, which released the city from the financial burden of that 
office.2 "The donor was în no way entitled “for life” to this office: the signifi- 
cance of “in perpetuity” was honorary and did not rule out yearly election, even 
as a formality, for such donors.2* 

In addition to “for life” and “in perpetuity,” offices could be held “by 
descent.” In Roman times, this phrase continued to designate religious offices, 
such as those of the high priests or priests.% Prominent Romans also came to 
hold these positions, as did the already mentioned C. Antius A. lulius Quadra- 
tus, who held the priesthood of Dionysos Kathegemon in Pergamum “by 
descent.” "The same expression was also used, though not in Asia, for the 
agonothetes and the demiourgos.% It is hard to believe that yearly city offices, 


22. IG XIL.2, 240: a woman (Mytilene, time of the Antonines); see also SEG 41, 675.5 
(Mytilene, early 1st cent. A.D.); 7. Pergamon IL 440.17-—19 (the proconsulate of C. Antius Aulus Iulius 
Quadratus, early 2nd cent. A.D.) with a very meticulous entry on him in P/RZ, 1 507. TAM V 1345a 
(= IGR IV 1342 = 1. Magnesia am Sipylos 20.).3 (2nd cent. A.D.). 

23. Cf. Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 203 n.4; and Heberdey and Wilhelm, Reisen, 1597 und 1892, 153— 
154. Earlier discussions of this problem: Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 263 n.4; Braunstein, “Die politische 
Wirksamkeit,” 33. After Wilhelm, see Jones, Greek City, 175; Louis Robert, “Recherches cpigraphiques,” 
REA 62 (1960): 204295 = OMS, 2:810-811; Robert, Documenis de P'Asie Mineure meridionale, 83-85; 
Robert, OMS, 1:446, 2:758, 6:13 n.14; BE 1961, no. 210; BE 1965, no. 423; BE 1968, no. 548. See the 
same practice: Cartledge and Spawforth, Fe//enistic and Roman Sparta, 158—159. 

24. MAMA VI 74.1—5 (Attouda, imperial period); cf. TAM V 1345a (= IGR IV 1342 = 
1.Magnesia am Sipylos 20).1—3 (2nd cent. A.D.); cf. Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1964-1968, 186, 
no. 206.3—7 (Anemurium, late Hellenistic or early imperial period), with ]. Robert and L. Robert, 
BE 1968, no. 548. 

25. E.g., 1.Mylasa 534-536 (imperial period); SEG 45, 1515 (Piginda in Caria, st cent. B.C.); 
Malay, Researches, 62, no. 55 (= SEG 49, 1572).2—3 (a katoikia from near Hierocaesarea, late Hel- 
lenistic or early imperial period?). 

26. IGR IV 386.25 (Pergamum, 1st cent. A.D.). Cf. Ramsay, Cizies, 335, no. 155 (Binda, 2nd- 
ard cent. A.D.); 7.Selge 10.12-13 (late Severan period), 20a.4-6 (c.2nd quarter of 3rd cent. A.D.), 51.1— 
3, 52.46 (3rd cent. A.D.). Demiourgos: I.Selge 57.6—8 (3rd cent. A.D.) with the commentary ad hoc. 
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including the eponymous Jemiourgia in Selge, could be monopolized by one 
family. “By descent” probably designated city offices traditionally held by 
members of several prominent families in the city. "his expression could be 
applied alongside “for life,” but it was never mentioned together with “in per- 
petuity” or similar phrases, probably because officeholders “by descent” were 
supposed to finance their activities out of their own pockets.2” 


The Interrelationship of City Offices 
Tteration and Accumulation 


“The agonothesia and prytaneia could be held eight times; the stephanephoria, nine 
or thirteen times; and a priesthood, ten times.% The gymnasiarchia is known to 
have been held ten, eleven, and fourteen times, while the above-mentioned priest 
from Erythrae served for forty years.” In Greek-speaking provinces neighbor- 
ing Asia, the record was probably set by the city oeconomos in Cos who held his 
post for twenty-three years. The Jemiourgoi, eirenarchai, and agonothetai have 
been documented as occupying their positions five times; high priests, six; po/to- 
grapheis, ten; and priests, nineteen.% Administrative levels other than that of the 
entire city offer similar evidence: in Aphrodisias the same person could be elected 
twice as the first archon and, in Miletus, from two to eight times as the arc/u- 
prytanis, eight times as the agonothetes, and five times as the esrenarches.5! The 
secretaryship in a synergasia could be held five times in Ephesus, whereas the 
same person is known to have twice performed the ek ikia in the League of Asia. 


27. “By descent” used alongside “for life”: Ramsay, Cities, 335, no. 155 (Binda, 2nd-3rd cent. 
A.D.); TAM V 976.7-8 (Thyatira, late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 1025 (Roman period); 7..Se/ge 16.12-13 
(late Severan period), 57.6-8 (ard cent. A.D.); BE 1967, no. 378 (Thrace, imperial period). 

28. I.Didyma 137..b (imperial period?); Robert, OMS, 6:13 = REG 19 (1906), 286, no. 183 
(Aphrodisias, 2nd cent. A.D.). Stephanephoria: LW 1634 and 1630 (Aphrodisias, imperial period). 
Priesthood: MAMA IX 35.45 (Aezani, 1st—2nd cent. A.D.). 

29. I.Stratonikeia 16.8 (Panamara, c. A.D. 200); see also JG VII 97 (Megara, A.D. 80); CIG II 
2771.]l.11-13 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); cf. 2771.1.3—4; 1. Ephesos IV 1143.13—14 (1st—2nd cent. 
A.D.); Î.Erythrai 69.5-6 (late Hellenistic or early imperial period?). 

30. Five times: Lanckorofski, Srâdte, 1:166, no. 33 (> J.Perge 1 58).2—3: demiourgos (Perge, 
late 1st cent. A.D.); TAM II go5.IX.B.12—14: agonothetes (Rhodiapolis, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.), INI 
913.2—4: eirenarches (Termessus, imperial period). Six: TAM III 8ga (Termessus, A.D. 96); ten: IGR 
III 179.3 (Ancyra, 3rd cent. A.D.). Nineteen: Dorner, Inschriften und Denkmăler, 67, no. 42.7-9 
(Nicomedia, c. A.D. 155-156). Oeconomos in Cos: PH, no. 310 (imperial period?). 

31. MAMA VIII 512.12-13, 527.2-4 (Aphrodisias, imperial period), cf. Geagan, Arhenian 
Constitution, 753: prytanis for two and, from the late second century, for three times in Athens; 
1.Didyma 157 (imperial period?), 372.1-2 (3rd cent. A.D.); . Byzantion 32.12: LEpOTIOLOVU SE aVTIS 
kai apxtepeols] TO ax”, ek Tov i5iwv TO K and 33.1—3 (honorific decree by the mystai of Dionysus 
Kallon, late 1st cent. A.D.). 

32. I.Ephesos II 679.7-8 (A.D. 218-235); Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.97 (3-2 B.C.). 
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“The words pollakis and pleonakis, Greek equivalents of Latin saepius 
(“often,” “oftentimes”), provide further evidence for the iteration of offices in 
Asian cities by designating the performance of the same office for three or more 
times.* "These words and their cognates were applied to the gymmasiarchia and 
stephanephoria as well as the high priesthood and agoranomia, though not în Asia.5* 
But they also designated non-archas, such as the sitoniai and syndikiar, as well as 
various costly activities which did not entail officeholding, including embassies, 
distributions, or offering public dinners.*% "Therefore, when these words were 
used for city archai, the latter were probably financially burdensome and socially 
prestigious offices. Because such evidence from Asia is very limited, it is hard to 
interpret it as reflecting a significant change in city administration during the 
Roman period. Additionally, proxeny decrees from Furomus demonstrate that 
such words started to be applied to benefactions in a general sense long before 
the Romans.** What we see is, therefore, another example of a gradual exten- 
sion of a pre-Roman practice. Interestingly, beneficiary activity in the form of 
repetitive benefactions was, like some activities in Asian cities mentioned above, 
originally performed by foreigners before being extended to city residents, then 
to officials without arce, and, finally, to city archontes. 

Numismatic material from Asian cities provides particularly good evidence 
for the iteration of the offices of the first archon, the secretaries, priests, and 
the generals.* An increase in this practice may have led to the use in the im- 
perial period of the phrase “continually,” which was first applied to religious 


33. For this interpretation, see Andre Chastagnol, “Consul saepius,” Latomus 52 (1993): 856-859. 

34. CIG II 2771.1.3—4, Il.11-13 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); 7. Prusias ad Hypium 11.16— 
18 (A.D. 219-221). High priesthood: Dagron and Feissel, Inscriptions de Cilicie, 37, no. 13 (Cilicia, 
2nd cent. A.D.). Agoranomia: 1. Prusias ad Hypium 46.8 (late 1st-2nd cent. A.D.?); I. Prusa ad Obympum 
I 21.2—3 (2nd cent. A.D.). 

35. Non-archai: LW 107.8 (Teos, 27 B.C.—A.D. 14); Î. Ephesos III 802.9—18 (early 3rd cent. A.D.); 
1. Prusias ad Hypium 2.8 (before A.D. 212). Embassies: Î. Ephesos V 1486.10-11 (A.D. 120); I. Magnesia 
180.21-22 (early 2nd cent. A.D.); SEG 47, 1573 (Cnidus, imperial period?); FAM II 155.9—10 
(Arymaxa, A.D. 140-145), 288.16—17 (Xanthus, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.). Distributions: /.Prusias ad 
FHypium 3.11-—12 (before A.D. 211). Public dinner: L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:110, no. 13.5— 
6 (Tabae, imperial period). 

36. SEG 43, 703-4-7 (298-288 B.C.), 704.2—4 (3rd cent. B.C.). 

37. First archon: SNG von Aulock 1124 (Germe in Mysia, mid-—3rd cent. A.D.), cf. 1125, 2725 
(Tabae, A.D. 209-212); 2017 (Bagis in Lydia, A.D. 253-268), 2929 (Blaundus in Lydia, late 3rd cent. 
A.D.), 2936 (Daldis, mid-ard cent. A.D.), 2985 (lulia Gordus, A.D. 193-211), 3014 (Maconia, reign of 
Septimius Severus), 3021-3022 (Malonia, late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.), 3085 (Philadelphia, mid- 
3rd cent. A.D.), 3100 (Saittae, late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.), 3181 (Silandus, A.D. 222-235), 3372— 
3373 (Acmonia, A.D. 54-68), 3680 (Lulia in Phrygia, A.D. 251), 3683 (Cades in Phrygia, reign of Gordian 
III), 3968 (Synaus in Phrygia, A.D. 161-180), 4005 (Lemenothyrai in Phrygia, 2nd cent. A.D.), 8402 
(Cotiacum in Phrygia, A.D. 98—117). Again, it is not at all necessary that references to archon in such 
cases always meant the position of the city archon itself. Secretary: SNG von Aulock 3499-3501 
(Apamea in Phrygia, late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.), 8122 (Neapolis in Caria, late 1st cent. A.D.). 
Priest: SNG von Aulock 3876 (Smyrna, reign of Claudius); cf. 3809. General: SNG von Aulock 1562 
(Pionia, 2nd cent. A.D.), 1613 (Elaea in Acolis, A.D. 177-192), 1973 (Erythrae, mid-3rd cent. A.D.), 
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positions.5 In the second century, it extended to civil offices, including the 
2ymnasiarchia in Ephesus and the stephanephoria in Miletus.* "This extension 
from religious positions to civil offices is reminiscent of several similar devel- 
opments which followed a pattern established in Hellenistic times. "The ex- 
pression “in a row” was used for offices and benefactions of various sorts, 
implying that such offices also were costly /estourgiaz. It was not necessary to 
hold one and the same office every year: an inscription from Miletus demon- 
strates that holding different costly offices “in a row” was also considered a 
benefaction.* "This phrase probably came to be applied to civic life from sport- 
ing victories,+! which may have reflected a rise in competition among local 
notables in Greek cities starting în the second century.* Not surprisingly, this 





2019 (Colophon, 2nd cent. A.D.), 2482 (Apollonia Salbake, 2nd cent. A.D.), 28383 (Nacrasus, A.D. 199— 
211), 2965 (Hypaepa, A.D. 177-192), 2977 (Hyrcanis, mid-3rd cent. A.D.), 3173 (Silandus, A.D. 8r- 
96), 3187 (Stratonicea Hadrianopolis, A.D. 117-138), 3519 (Appia in Phrygia, reign of Trajan). 

38. I.Magnesia 161.5—8 (ast cent. A.D.). See also JGR III 89.3—4 (Amastris) dated to A.D. 69 by 
Cagnat (GR III ad hoc), to 68 by Robert (OMS, 2:1015), and to 62 by Marek (Stadt, 158, no. 3). 

39. I.Ephesos LL 724.3-5 (reign of Gordian III?) I.Didyma 349.6-8 (2nd cent. A.D.?). În other 
places, holding the high priesthood for two times was still a novelty early in the 2nd cent: Şahin, 
“New Inscriptions,” 16, no. 36.2-—4 (Stratonicea in Caria, early 2nd cent. A.D.). 

40. Î.Didyma 299, 300 (c.1st cent. A.D.?), 349.6-8 (2nd cent. A.D.?). 

41. Rouechc, Performers, no. 67.12, 14, 16, 18 (Aphrodisias, early 2nd cent. A.D.);, Milet 1 9, 
369.5 (late 1st cent. A.D.); 7.Didyma 179.6 (early 3rd cent. A.D.); 1.Smyrna 635.6 (honorific inscrip- 
tion for proconsul L. Egnatius Victor Lollianus; see n. 141), 661.10 (c. A.D. 160-180); I. Magnesia 
180.6-—7 (early 2nd cent. A.D.); 7.Ephesos INI 627.15, 19 (A.D. 180-192), V 1609 (imperial period), 
1615.16 (2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.); 7. 7ral/leis | 117.6 (after reign of Commodus), 135.13 (A.D. 180-190); 
F.Delphes IIL.1, 550.4 (2nd cent. A.D.);.SEG 37, 8oo (Rome, c. A.D. 50). Cf. Cartledge and Spawforth, 
Hellenistic and Roman Sparta, 159, 198-199: the furthering of competitive phi/otimia at Sparta by 
Trajan, who established a “contest for best citizen” there. 

42. "This does not mean that local aristocrats had to compete in athletics to maintain their 
social status; so Otto M. van Nijf, “Local Heroes: Athletics, Festivals and Elite Self-Fashioning in 
the Roman East,” in Being Greek under Rome: Cultural Identity, the Second Sophistic and the Devel- 
opment of Empire, ed. Simon Goldhill (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2001), 321. "The idea that ath- 
letic success was a prerequisite for clite status would undermine the social balance that existed in 
Greek cities under the Roman Empire. Certainly, children and other members of noble families 
participated in sporting competitions, just like any other citizen at a certain age of his life. Victories 
of such children received more prominence (and, therefore, are much better documented) because 
it was their relatives who financed such competitions and often presided over them. An honorific 
decree for Seia Spes from Pithecusa, a Greek community in Italy, even distinguishes the sporting 
victories of children of the city councilors from those of other children in the city; SEG 14, 602 (= 
Pleket, Zexis, no. 17).8—11 (A.D. 154). În a similar case, Valerius Hermaios, who participated “with 
distinction” in the boys” wrestling competition in Oenoanda but did not win, still got a honorific 
statue from the city council and the people, apparently because he belonged to a prominent family; 
SEG 44, 1191 (late 2nd cent. A.D.). But there is nothing that would prove the “aristocratic domi- 
nance of the athletic field.” "The social background of athletes cannot be established through their 
ability to participate in geographically diverse competitions, though this ability probably testifies 
to the solid economic position of many athletes. Nor do the grants of politeia by many cities to the 
101-192, and Nijf, 


same athlete prove by themselves his high social status: so Nijf, “Athletics,” 


“Local Heroes,” 321-327. Cf. Robert, OMS, 7:690—692. 
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practice concerned prestigious positions: when Plutarch refers to the habit of 
holding on to “weightier offices,” he mentions the generalship at Athens, the 
prytaneia in Rhodes, and the office of the boeotarch.% 

Even in the pre-Roman period, one person could hold two or more of- 
fices in Greek cities at the same time. Looking for a possible explanation of 
this situation, Aristotle referred to smaller communities that did not have 
enough eligible people to fill all the vacancies.** But in big cities too, costly 
and relatively unimportant positions, such as a secretaryship of the city or some 
social organization, could be given to someone who already held another of- 
fice. "The amount of such evidence increases significantly under the Romans, 
and sometimes the number of accumulated offices is very impressive, though 
very often it is unclear if the offices mentioned in an inscription were in fact 
held at the same time.% "There are only three reliable forms of evidence to in- 
dicate that offices were held by the same person simultancously: first, the use 
of nouns with the connective “and”; second, the use of such expressions as “at 
the same time” and ““in the same year”; and, finally, the use of a noun to des- 
ignate an office and a verb or participle to designate other activities performed 
by the holder of this office. 

As in the preceding period, the evidence for accumulated offices in the 
cities of Roman Asia can be divided into two groups. "The first consists of 
similar offices held in different organizations or on different administrative 
levels. For example, the same person could simultaneously be the secretary 
or the gymnasiarch for more than one organization, or for the entire city and 
some of its social organizations.* "The high priest of the city could be the high 
priest of the province, and it was also possible to occupy more than one priest- 
hood în a city at the same time.Y "The second group embraces different city 
offices performed by one person at the same time. "The office of the agonot/etes 
could be held in the same year together with those of the choregos, treasurer, priest, 


43. Plut. Praec.ger.reip. 17, 813cd. 

44. Arist. Pol. 1209b.1—3. 

45. Cf. I.Kios 10a.8—10 (A.D. 108-109), Stephen V. Tracy, “Athens in 100 B.C.,” HSCP 83 
(1979): 222-223: the offices which earlier were thought to be held at the same time appear to have 
been performed consecutively. 

46. Secretary: TAM V 82g9.20-23 (Attalea in Lydia, imperial period). Gymnasiarch: 7. Priene 
99.20—21 (€.100 B.C.), 113.114-—115 (after 84 B.C.); cf. 111.311—312 (early 1st cent. B.C.). See J. Tra/eis 
1 66.11-12, 67.3—4 (late 2nd-ard cent. A.D.); cf. 69.16-17 (from near Tralles, c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.). 

47. TAM V 976.8—9 (Thyatira, late 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.); cf. 950.2-6, 951.2-4 (Thyatira, 
early 3rd cent. A.D.); 7. Pergamon II 518.3—4 (c. A.D. 117) and 524.5-6 (c. A.D. 2152); LW 885 
(Aezani, imperial period); SEG 46, 1524.7-9: TOlv Tis] Te 'Aotas kai [mohews] prokaioapa 
[dpxepea] without a comma after [mohews] (Sardis, late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D.). More than 
one priesthood in a city: Reynolds, Aphrodisias, 158, no. 33 (1st cent. A.D.); Î.Stratonikeia 293.15— 
17; cf. 10.6-7, 289.3—4, 201.5—8 (Panamara, imperial period?), MAMA VIII 449 (Aphrodisias, 
reign of Domitian), Sardis VIL.1, no. 47 (c. A.D. 150). See also ȚAM II 550.5—6 (Tlos, late 1st 
cent. A.D.); Sterrett, Journey, 210, no. 228 (Iconium). 
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and prophetes.* "The archonship could be held simultaneously with the priest- 
hood, the generalship, and probably the stephanephoria. "Fhe generals could hold 
the stephanephoria, the prytaneia, the secretaryship, and the dekaproteia. The 
2ymnasiarchia could be held simultaneously with the stephanephoria and priest- 
hood.* 'The secretaryship is documented to have been held simultaneously with 
the neokoria, priesthood, stephanephoria, probably paraphylake, and ekdikia.5 
A prytanis could also be the agoranomos, hymnodos, logistes, priest, or prophetes.5! 

One person could sometimes hold offices relevant to the administrative 
level of the entire city together with those on other levels of administration. În 
Ephesus, the gymnasiarch of the gerousia was also the secretary of the city, and 
the secretary ofthe council was the gymnasiarch of the city. The priest Aristeas, 
son of Minnion the son of Diogenes, performed the gymnastarchia during all 
the days of the festival that took place in Stratonicea. The /rerokeryx of Artemis 
in Ephesus, C. Iulius Lupus, held the gymnastarchia “at his own expense” 
during one of the festivals of the goddess. His compatriot M. Fulvius Publicianus 
Nicephoros was the asiarch and a city prytans at the same time. Polyperchon, 
son of Polyperchon the son of Demetrios, from Patara, was a priest, a city 
prytanis, and the secretary to the L.ycian League simultaneously. Atezoas, 
son of Dryenos(-es), who was the gymnasiarch in Tyana, also performed the 
agonothesia of Hermes and Heracles, the two deities associated with the activi- 
ties in the gymnasium. Several personalities in Cius held the bi/hyniarchia and 
the priesthood of the Augusti at the same time.s? 


48. Choregos: 1. Didyma 293.2—4 (A.D. 116-117). 'Treasurer: Î.Didyma 227c€.3—4 (imperial pe- 
riod). Priest: 7. Ephesos a 9.1—4 (c.51-17 B.C.); LAM V 976.710 (hyatira, late 2nd-ard cent. A.D.); 
SEG 44, 1103.7-10 (Isinda, 3rd cent. A.D.). Prophetes: Î.Didyma 84.3—5 (late 2nd-early rd cent. 
A.D.), 213b (43—42 B.C.). 

49. Archonship: FAM V 621.5-6 (Lydia, 1st-2nd cent. A.D.), SEG 38, 1288.0-7 (from near 
Pessinus, c. A.D. 150-200); IGR IV 1563 with BCH 54 (1930), 324 n. 9 = Robert, OMS, 1:143n.9 
(Teos, 6 B.c. or later); Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 336 n.1434. Generalship: Miinsterberg, Beamtennamen, 
104 (Smyrna, reign of Vespasian), 106 (Smyrna, reign of Alexander), 139 (Hypaepa, reign of Gordian 
III), ZAM V 939.3—7 (hyatira, 2nd cent. A.D.2). Gymnasiarchia: TAM V 1204.1—2, 1206.1 (Apollonis, 
Roman period); LW 314-318 (Euromus, Roman period). Priesthood: Miinsterberg, Beamtennamen, 69 
(Pergamum, reign of Augustus). 

50. IGR IV 1608a.6-9 (Hypaepa in Lydia, A.D. 41); Minsterberg, Beamtennamen, 143 (Nysa, 
reign of Marcus Aurelius), 153 (Tralles, reign of Philip D). Paraphylake: REG 19 (1906): 98, 
no. 12.16-17 (Aphrodisias, Roman period) with Robert, Fiudes anatoliennes, 101. Ekdikia: BCIHI 
24 (1900): 383, no. 33 = Robert, Etudes anatoliennes, 243 n.4 (Nicaca, imperial period). 

51. I.Priene 246.16-22 (honors for M. Aur. 'Tatianus Jr., 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); 1.Smyrna 
758.5-6 (imperial period?);, Miinsterberg, Beamtennamen, 172 (reign of Lucius Verus), TAM V 
954 (Thyatira, early 3rd cent. A.D.); .Didyma 272.2-4 (late 1st cent. A.D.); ]. Robert and L. Robert, 
Amyzon, 1:32, l.1 (Claros, 2nd cent. A.D.). 

52. Î.Ephesos IL 442 (imperial period), III 839.3-6 (Roman period); /.Stratonikeia 678.1, 7-8 
(Lagina, imperial period); SEG 39, 1195.12-20 (Ephesus, imperial period); 7.Ephesos III 739.12— 
13 (reign of Elagabalus?); ȚAM II 420.3—5 (Patara, early imperial period); 7. Tyana 20 (€.130-112 
B.C.). See "Thomas Corsten in 7.Kos (Bonn: Dr. R. Habelt, 1985), 54-55. 
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Evidence for city offices in Roman Asia being held together regularly or more 
often than others is considerably greater than that from the preprovincial period 
and concerns the posts of the priest and prytamis in Pergamum, the high priest 
of the Augusti and stephanephoros in Stratonicea, and the secretary and high priest 
in Magnesia.55 Similar evidence has also been documented în neighboring prov- 
inces.** As demonstrated by the examples of Aristeas, the gymnasiarch from 
Stratonicea, and Atezoas, the gymnasiarch from Tyana, offices that were coheld 
could include not only yearly but temporary positions as well. The latter were 
mostly short-term functions performed by yearly city administrators in the 
form of epimeleiai, which could take place during festivals, markets, assizes, 
and on other occasions.55 

“Therefore, the basic pre-Roman principles were not altered. Accumulated 
offices made up only a partofall city offices in Asia, namely the costly ones, which, 
as leitourgiai, were open to foreigners, women, and children.” Usually only one 
of the accumulated offices could be an arc/e, but in many cases we do not see 
any arche at all among the offices held simultaneously by the same person. 


Hierarchization 


When dealing with the iteration of offices in the cities of provincial Asia, we 
have already seen some superior officials in administrative colleges, such as the 
first archon in Aphrodisias and the archiprytanis in Miletus.* Evidence for 
hierarchical forms of interrelationship among officials in Asian cities can be 
divided into several groups. 

One such group consists of evidence for hypo-offices, including those of the 
hypogymnasiarch, /ypagoranomos, hypeuthynos, hypephebarchos, hypagonothetes, 


53. I.Pergamon Il 258 (c. late Hellenistic period); see lists of the ephebes from Pergamum 
in AM 33 (1908): 386, no. 5; 388, no. 6.I; 389, no. 6.II (late 1st cent. B.C. or 1st cent. A.D.); AM 35 
(1910): 401-403, no. 1a, ]l.1—2 and 21—22 (late 2nd cent. B.C.?); 419, no. ro (Roman period); 
I.Stratonikeia 15, 168, 239, 295 (Panamara), 674 (Lagina), 1305, 13053, 1316.1—2 (imperial period) 
with the editor”s commentary ad hoc; /.Magnesia 169.9—13 (statue of Nerva, A.D. 97) and similar 
expressions with references to statues in honor of other Roman emperors in 170.11—16, 171.8—11 
(reign of Trajan), 173.9—12 (A.D. 119), 184.10-14 (reign of Antoninus Pius), 185.11-16, 186.10-—14, 
187.8—10 (reign of Marcus Aurelius), 193.9—11 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.), 197.11—14, 198.7—11 (reign 
of Caracalla), 23ga (reign of Hadrian?). 

54. Cilicia: Heberdey and Wilhelm, Reisen, 1897 und 1892, 32, no. 74.23; 32—33, no. 78.6; 
34, nos. 83.5-6 and 84.5-6 (imperial period); Pamphylia: 7.Perge | 42.3—7 43.27, 44.38, 45.37 
(all from c. late 1st cent. A.D.); Galatia: Bosch, Ove/len, 115, no. 100 (€. A.D. 1022); 141, n0. 117 
(after A.D. 117); 180, no. 140 and 181, no. 141: the archon and the esrenarches (c. A.D. 117-138). 

55. Lagina: /.Stratonikeia 530.48 (imperial period), 678.1, 7-8 (imperial period), and SEG 
47, 1587 (reign of Antoninus Pius or Marcus Aurelius); cf. /.Didyma 333.13—14 (c. late 3rd cent. 
A.D.); BCH 2 (1878), 402-403, no. 3 (Hemus in 'Thrace, A.D. 210-213). 

56. See also Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 313, 319—322, 325—326. 

57. MAMA VIII ş12.12-13 (Aphrodisias, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.), I.Didyma 157 (imperial 
period). 
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and hypotamias.*5 A whole group of similar officials is encountered in Greek 
cities from provinces neighboring Asia. Such officials are documented only 
in the Roman period. However, the hypogymnasiarch in Pergamum and the 
hypagoranomos in Smyrna were already known in these cities in Hellenistic 
times. Because this development concerned military and sacral offices as well, 
it reflected not only the growing sophistication of city administration in the 
Roman period but also the increasing understanding of military and sacral 
offices as parts of city administration, which also dated back to Hellenistic times. 

“The extent of these changes in the Roman period was very limited. Such 
offices were just a few. With the exception of the hypogymnasiarch and the 
hypagoranomos, their emergence in mainland Asia cannot be dated to much ear- 
ler than the beginning of the imperial period. “The situation was probably simi- 
lar in other places. Some inscriptions from 'Tenos refer to the /ypogrammateus 
and /ypostrategos, whereas others, of the same sort and date, do not mention 
such officials.% There could be more than one reason, of course, why this hap- 
pened, but it is also possible to explain this inconsistency by suggesting that 
such offices emerged only late in the first century B.C. 

In the provinces neighboring Asia, some officials were specifically nominated 
according to another officials decision. 'Fhe agonorhetes of the newly established 
festival in Oenoanda was required to personally select several officials, such as 
the sebastophoroi, masteigophoroi, and agelarchai.6! "The fact that these officials 


58. Hypogymnasiarch: 7. Pergamon Il 323, 465, 467.10, 468 (imperial period); AM 33 (1908), 
393, no. 8.3—5 (Pergamum, late 1st cent. B.C.?); . Kios 16a.11 (A.D. 108-109); TAM II 552.3—4 (Tlos, 
1st-2nd cent. A.D.); EA 31 (1999): 47, no. 11 = SEG 49, 1924 (Myra in Lycia, c.1st cent. B.C. or 1st 
cent. A.D.); IG XII.2, 258.2 (Mytilene, imperial period); XII.3, rog (Melos, 2nd-st cent. B.C.). 
Hypagoranomos: I.Smyrna 780 (late Hellenistic or early imperial period?). See also in Messenia in 
SEG 41, 335.5 (A.D. 33)and 15 (A.D. 87), 336.7 (A.D. 99); 43, 146.5 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.). Hypeuthynos: 
MAMA VI 140 (= L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:196, no. 112).1—2 (Heraclea Salbake, A.D. 222— 
223), Î.Stratonikeia 1101.14 (imperial period), SEG 37, 1234 (Xanthus, c. A.D. 150). Hypephebarchos: 
CIG II 3665.5—10 (Cyzicus, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.). Hypagonothetes: I. Laodikeia am Lykos I 60.8—9 
(after A.D. 211) with Robert, OMS, 2:812 n.1. Hypotamias: Î.Didyma 390a.L.6 (54 B.C.), 390b.I.2— 
3 (st cent. B.C.), 391a.1.15—17 (47 B.C.), 391a.Il.10-—11 (44 B.C.), 409 (c.1st cent. B.C.), and also JGBu/g. 
III.2, 1581.26 (Augusta Traiana, A.D. 211-217). 

59. Hypogrammateus: IG XIL.5, 885.20, 886.14 (Tenos, 1st cent. B.C.). See also CIG 1 1271.6 
(Sparta, imperial period), 7G II? 2113.32 (Attica, A.D. 183-191), III 1199.32—33 (A.D. 262-263). 
Flyppoiparches: TAM II 420.7 (Patara, early imperial period). Hyponeokoros: 1. Lindos 295, 301, and (?) 
326 (all from 1st cent. B.C.). Flyphiereus: ASAA 14-16 (1952-1954 [1955]): 176, 1l.2-3 (Delos, 109— 
108 B.c.); cf. IG V.2, 49 (Arcadia, A.D. 78). ]. Robert and L. Robert (BE 1963, no. 181) regarded it as 
a hapax. Hypographeus: Liban. Or. 1.157.6, 177.4, 240.2, 2.44.7; Cf. SEG 15, 108.15—16 (Attica, c. A.D. 
124). Flypostrategos: IG XIL.5, 881.23, 883.9, 884.9, 885.35 (Lenos, 1st cent. B.C.), 1019.1 (Paros, Hel- 
lenistic period?); cf. IG IX.2, 1111.5—7 (hessaly, c.130-—126 B.C.). Cf. the /ryperetes of the generals in 
IOSPE E 94.10-14, 107.8, 120 (Olbia, Roman period?). Hypodemiourgos: Heberdey and Wilhelm, 
Reisen, 1891 und 1892, 27, no. 59 (imperial period); Robert, “Deesse,” 33, no. 17 (Roman period). 

60. For these offices in Tenos, see the preceding note. În a similar situation, JG XII.5, 880 
and 882, mention neither /ypogrammateus nor hypostrategos. 

Gr. SEG 38, 1462.59-65 (Oenoanda, A.D. 125 or 126). 
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were chosen, and probably paid by another official, implies the existence of sub- 
ordinate relations between them. But the case of Oenoanda deals with a newly 
established institution, and those who were thus chosen were not city officials 
but temporary functionaries whose responsibilities lasted only a short period of 
time. Many of the /ypo-officials were not city archontes (such as ypephebarchos, 
hypogrammateus, hyponeolkoros, hyphiereus, hypographeus, hypostrategos), while 
others were not even officials, such as the /yparchitecton. 'Therefore, their sta- 
tus reflected the interrelationship inside colleges, irrespective of whether these 
were colleges of archontes or other officials or non-officials. 

Further evidence for the hierarchization of offices in Asian cities in the 
provincial period concerns those whose titles ended with -archos. One such 
official was the Pou/archos, usually translated as “the chairman of the council, "65 
who becomes much better documented from the second century, which may 
reflect changes in the position of the councilors and general social develop- 
ments in Greek cities at that time. 

However, on the one hand, officials with similar names, but not nec- 
essarily similar functions, are documented in pre-Roman Greece as well. 
Aristotle connected their introduction with the specific political regime 
in the city.6* Such were the epimenioi of the council in Smyrna and else- 
where, the proestates of the council in Troezen, the overseer of the council 
in Sinope, the Vou/archoi in Phocis and Achaea, and similar offices under 
different names in other places.6% Certainly, not all of them would have had 
responsibilities similar to those of the boularchoi in later times. In the Roman 
period, such officials continued to be known under other names, for example, 


62. See Marie-Christine Hellmann, “Les signatures darchitectes en langue grecque: Essai 
de mise au point,” ZPE 104 (1994): 177-178, for inscriptions from Delphi and for the papyri. 

63. "The lists of the cities which had this office: Liebenam, Stâdreverwaltung, 246 n.5; Magie, 
Roman Rule, 1506; Nawotka, Boule and Demos, 200-208 (with further information on each case). 
Interpretations of these officials: Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 191; Larsen, Representative Government, 
71; Schânfelder, “Stădtischen und Bundesbeamten,” 89; Nawotka, Bou/e and Demos, 196-198. 

64. Arist. Pol. 1322b.13-15, esp. 1209b.30-38. Such offices in city administration: $y/1.5 
530.14—15 (Dyme, 3rd-2nd cent. B.C.); on administrative levels higher than that of individual cities: 
e.g., IG II? 358.14 (Aetolia, 333-332 B.C.); IXZ.1 (3), 605.2—3 (Velvina, 3rd cent. B.C.), 618.1 
(Naupactus and environs, 200-180 B.C.), 748.54 (the sympolity between Hypnia and Myania, c.190 
B.C.). See also Larsen, Representative Government, 71, 212 n.8; Schânfelder, “Stădtischen und 
15. 

65. I.Smyrna 573 (> I.Magnesia am Sipylos 1 > Staatsvertrăge LII 492).30—31 (€.245—243 B.C.2); 
Wilhelm, Afpademieschrifien, 1:38, Ll.12—14 (Troezen, 4th cent. B.C.); David M. Robinson, “Greek 
and Latin Inscriptions from Sinope and Environs,” A7A 9 (1905): 313, no. 40 (Hellenistic period). 


Bundesbeamten,” 


"The editor compared him with one of the Athenian prytaneis who served as president (overseer of 
the prytaneis) and presided at the meetings of the council. Cf. Arist. 4//7.Pol. 44.1-2; IG IX.1, 63— 
66 (Phocis, Hellenistic period?); SEG 40, 394.26, 400.5 (Achaca, 3rd cent. B.C.), Denis Rousset, 
“Inscriptions hellcnistiques d' Amphissa,” BCH 126 (2002 [2003]): go, no. 2 (with his commentary 
on pp. 92-04: Phocis, Achaea, and Amphissa), who noted that this office first emerged in Amphissa 
in the second century B.C.; Jones, Greek City, 165-166. 
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the archon of the council in 'Thyatira and Nysa, the aphester in Cnidus, or the 
“first of the council” in Cotiaeum in Phrygia.% The provincial period witnessed 
a further development of a pre-Roman trend which kept its local variations 
even under the Romans. On the other hand, the Romans knew a similar posi- 
tion as well: the princeps senatus, who was attested already in the republican 
period, became particularly noticeable during the empire, when this office was 
customarily reserved for the emperor,“ reflecting the rise in prestige of the 
senatorial status starting in the reign of Augustus. 

The Boularchia, which could be held for life and performed by women, 
was a /eitourgia.6% "The office of the gerousiarchos îs often encountered in the 
cities of Asia and other Greek-speaking provinces under this or other names. 
Both boularchos and gerousiarchos were college officials. “Their preponderant 
position inside colleges therefore offers no support for the hierarchization 
of Asian city administration in the provincial period. The same can be said 
about the mystarches and archimystes."0 The hierarchization of these offices 
reflected the organization of city colleges, which has been documented in Asia 
prior to the Romans. 

Another major kind of evidence for the hierarchization of offices in Asian 
cities concerns the “first offices” and arc/i-offices. Under the Romans, the first 
archontes are documented in such Asian cities as Aphrodisias, lulia Gordus, 


66. TAM V 991.19-20 (Thyatira, imperial period) with Liebenam, Stădtevermaltung, 246 n.5; 
SEG 45, 1535.7-—10 (Nysa, imperial period); I. Knidos 1 74.18 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.) with Bliimel's 
commentary ad hoc; SEG 6, 119 = Reinhold Merkelbach and Josef Stauber, eds., Steinepigramme 
aus dem Griechischen Osten (Stuttgart: B. G. 'Teubner, 2001), 3:281, no. 16-32-03, L.2 (imperial 
period). 

67. E.g., Liv. per. 46 (16os B.C.); Suet. Aug. 55; D.C. 50.3.42, 53.2.7, 577.9. See Talbert, Sen- 
ate, 104-165; Peter Garnsey and Richard Saller, 7he Roman Empire, Economy, Society and Culture 
(London: Duckworth, 1987), 113; Ernst Badian, “Princeps senatus,” OCD5 1247. 

68. Boularchos tor life in 'Thyatira: TAM V 950.6, 954.15, 969.4-—5 (early zrd cent. A.D.); held 
by women: Milet | 3, 168.3—7 (late 2nd-early 1st cent. B.C.); 177, 250 (c.1oo B.C.) with Rehm ad hoc; 
.Priene 246.21 (2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.);, SEG 41, 1044 (Phocaea, imperial period); 44, 961.25-26 (Phila- 
delphia, c. A.D. 176); cf. Swoboda, Vo/ksbeschhiisse, 199. It is surprising, therefore, that neither the 
recent discussion of the bou/archia by Nawotka, Boule and Demos, 192-200, nor his list of attested 
boularchoi (pp. 200-208) refers to women who occupied this position. 

69. IGR IV 782.11-—12 (Apamea in Phrygia, imperial period); 7. Prusias ad Hypium 25.3 (2nd— 
ard cent. A.D.) categorized as a hapax by Ameling. See also /G X.2, 195.3-5, 177 (hessaloniki, 3rd 
cent. A.D.); Oliver, Sacred Gerusia, 109, no. 24a (Athens, 1st—2nd cent. A.D.). Jewish communities: 
Baruch Lifschitz, “Varia epigraphica,” Fuphrosyne 6 (1973—1974); 23-27, no. 3 (Tiberias, imperial 
period); Eleazar L. Sukenik, “The Mosaic Inscriptions in the Synagogue at Apamea on the Orontes,” 
Hebrew Union College Annual 23 (1951-1952): 544, no. 1 (Apamea on the Orontes, A.D. 391), Moshe 
Schwabe, “Greek Inscriptions found at Beth She'arim in the Fifth Excavation Season, 1953,” Israel 
Exploration Journal 4 (1954): 252, no. 207, together with his commentary on p. 253. 

70. IGR [ll 73.10 (Claudiopolis, imperial period); Sencer Şahin, “Bemerkungen zu Iykischen 
und pamphylischen Inschriften,” EA 17 (1991): 131, no. 7b (= SEG 41, 1329b).4, archimystes, and 
132, no. 8 (= SEG 41, 1330).2, mystarches (Carain near Attalea in Pamphylia, imperial period), with 
his commentary. 


231 


CITIES OF THE PROVINCE OF ASIA 


Magnesia by the Sipylus, and Apollonia Salbake, as well as those in other Greek- 
speaking provinces, both in inscriptions and on coins.” The “first arche” was 
sometimes mentioned side by side with the “highest arche.”7? "The context of 
these inscriptions suggests that “highest arche” designated the eponymous of- 
fice which could be held by the first archon. If the first archon was the epony- 
mous official of the city, his office could be referred to as the “highest arche.”75 
“The first arche designated not only the post of the first archon but also the 
generalship.7* Other “first offices” were those of the agoranomos, agonothetes, 
argyrotamias, and gymnasiarch."* This word was likewise applied to offices that 
were not counted among city archai, including various religious and military 
positions, as well as the secretaryship, both în inscriptions and on coins.7€ 


7I. CIG II 2768.46, 2837.2 (Aphrodisias, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); TAM V 693.12—14 (lulia 
Gordus, reign of Lucius Verus), 1361 (= /.Magnesia am Sipylos 10).7 (reign of the Severi), MAMA 
VI 158 (= L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:278—279, no. 156).4-5 (Apollonia Salbake, late 2nd 
cent. A.D.); /.Prusias ad Hypium 2.2—3 (before A.D. 212), 8.16 (after A.D. 212), 10.11 (before A.D. 
212); Î. Kios 163.9 (A.D. 108-109). Coins: Miinsterberg, Beamtennamen, 251; Î. Hadrianoi und 
Hadrianeia (Bonn: Dr. R. Habert, 1987), pp. 124-130 with Index. 

72. E.g., TAM IN 33.46 (Nicomedia, 2nd cent. A.D.). A distinction between megiste arche 
and prote arche: Î. Prusias ad Hypium 1.6—7, 13 (A.D. 202-212) and 5.7, 9—10 (late 1st-2nd cent. A.D.?); 
Ameling, “Das Archontat in Bithynien,” 22. 

73. Sherk, “Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, IV,” (Thyatira), JOSPE E q42.15—16: 
Skalws Tăs emwviuovs dpxăs Trpuras rerpăkis îptev (Olbia, late 2nd or early 3rd cent. 
A.D.), with Latyshev's commentary on p. 79: “performed the office of the first archon-eponym for 
four times”; and Sherk, “Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, IV,” 236. Cf, e.g., JOSPE [2 40.25— 
26, which Latyshev (p. 75) put together with JOSPE E 42 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.) and there- 
fore also dated to the late 2nd or early 3rd cent. A.D. 

74. MAMA IX 29.6-8 (Aezani, after A.D. 212); 1. Pergamon Il 523.11 (imperial period); cf. IG 
XIL.6, 464.46 (Samos, 1st cent. B.C.). Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 268-269 n.3, has already pointed out 
that in many inscriptions the words archon and strategos are used synonymously; cf. Magie, Roman 
Rule, 644, 1509 n.37. However, some inscriptions also refer to the two offices simultaneously: JGR 
IV 1563 with BCH 54 (1930): 324 n. 9 = Robert, OMS, 1:143 n. 9 (Teos, 6 B.C. or later), Sardis VIL.1, 
no. 47.6 (c. A.D. 150); 1.Ephesos III 624.45 (reign of Macrinus), 742.5 (2nd cent. A.D.2);, MAMA IX 
17.12-—13 (Aezani, c. A.D. 212); LW 845, 883 (Aezani, late 2nd-—ard cent. A.D.?); TAM V 1192.5-6 
(Apollonis, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); CIG II 2217.9-12 (Chios, reign of Lucius Verus); ZPE 38 (1980): 
155, no. 3.6 (Erythrae, A.D. 198-211); . Hadrianoi und Hadrianeia 135 (Hadrianea, A.D. 170). 

75. I.Smyrna 641.6 (late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D.?); Î. Magnesia 163.8—12 (c.1st cent. A.D.); 
SEG 41, 1344.1-2, 1345.12 (Balboura, soon after 158 A.D.); cf. IG II2 3270.45 (Attica, A.D. 42); 
SEG 36, 1093.5 (Sardis, c. A.D. 166); 7. Ephesos Il 461.2 (A.D 92-93); 1.Stratonikeia 7o1.8—9 (Lagina, 
imperial period). 

76. Religious positions: SEG 44, 1051.3—4 (Dorylaeum, 2nd cent. A.D.); cf. SEG 43, 943b.l 
(upper 'Tembris Valley in Phrygia, A.D. 313-314). Military: L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:110, 
no. 13.11 (Labae, imperial period); Minsterberg, Beamtennamen, 96 (Metropolis, reign of Vale- 
rian), 139 (Hypaepa, reign of Elagabalus), 147 (Sala, imperial period), 151 (Tmolus, reign of 
Caracalla). Secretaryship: /.Priene 114.8—9 (after 84 B.c.); /.Ephesos III 845.7-8 (3rd cent. A.D.?); 
VIL.1, 3055.4—5 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 3070.4 (early 3rd cent. A.D.), 3071.3 (early 3rd cent. 
A.D.); see Claudia Schulte, Die Grammateis von Ephesos: Schreiberamt und Sozialstruktur in einer 
Provinzhauptstadt des romischen Kaiserreiches (Stuttgart: F. Steiner, 1994), 52-56; Munsterberg, 
Beamtennamen, 153 (Tralles, reign of Maximinus), 173 (Traianoupolis, reign of Gordian III) and 
(2) 139 (Hypaepa, reign of Gordian III). 
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The archi-offices relevant to the administrative level of the entire city 
in Asia were only religious, such as those of the high priest (archiereus), 
archineokoros, and archineopoios.” "The remaining archi-offices found in Asian 
cities were always relevant to administrative levels other than that of the 
whole city. Some of them pertained to colleges, as did the archiprytaners in 
Samos, Priene, and Miletus, as well as in neighboring provinces,%8 or the 
archisitones at Side in Pamphylia and Pisarissos in Cilicia.7? Others designated 
positions in various social organizations: the arc/uigrammateis, archimystai, and 
archiskeptouchoi in Asia,% as well as the archigerousiastai, archisynagogoi, and 
various others in neighboring provinces.s! 


77. High priest: 7. Ephesos VI 2063.5 (A.D. 103-116), Î. Didyma 152.8—9g (early 2nd cent. A.D.); LAM 
V 976.8-9 (Lhyatira, late 2nd-—ard cent. A.D.); cf. 950.2-6, 951.2—4 (Thyatira, early 3rd cent. A.D.); LV 
885 (Aezani, imperial period); 7. Nikaia 116.2 (2nd cent. A.D.). Numismatic evidence: Munsterberg, 
Beamtennamen, 251. For the latest bibliography, see Peter Herz, “Asiarchen und Archiereiai: Zum 
Provinzialkult der Provinz Asia,” 7yche 7 (1992): 93—115. Archineokoros: LW 842 (Aczani, imperial period); 
Munsterberg, Beamtennamen, 156 (Aezani, reign of Gallienus), cf. 113 (Aphrodisias, reign of Septimius 
Severus); BCH 37 (1913): 97, no. 7.1-2 (Thessaloniki, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.?);, Archeologia Classica 16 (1964): 
292, no. 3 (Thessaloniki, imperial period); BE 1040, no. 171 (Seleucea in Syria), and, in general, BE 
1958, no. 503, p. 339. Laodicea ad Mare: CIG III 4470 (late Hellenistic period?); BL 1958, no. 503, p. 339 
(A.D. 115-116). See also Robert, OMS, 5:282-283. Archineopoios: Î.Didyma 148.9—10 (A.D. 37-41); MAMA 
VIII 410.10 and 527.1-2 (Aphrodisias, imperial period), L. Robert, “Inscriptions d'Aphrodisias,” 
L'Antiquite classique 353 (1966): 380 (= OMS, 6:4) n.1. 

78. Samos: IG XIL.6, 425.10-14 (A.D. 210-211), 313.9—11 (mid-3rd cent. A.D.). Priene: 
I.Priene 246.20 (2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); Minsterberg, Beamtennamen, 101 (imperial period). Miletus: 
1.Didyma 252.7 (3rd cent. A.D.), 272.2—4 (late 1st cent. A.D.), 333.13—14 (c. late rd cent. A.D.); Milet 
I 1, 20.12-15 (A.D. 135-136); 1 7, 227, 228 (reign of Trajan), 233.13—15 (A.D. 137-161), 234.15—19 
(A.D. 142-161), and VI 2, 729 (imperial period?); JM 15 (1965), 119-120, no. 2.9—10 (A.D. 118-119); 
Miinsterberg, Beamtennamen, 99 (reign of Septimius Severus); Robert, Vonnaies grecques, 40-41. 
See also Alan S. Hall, “Valerius Valentinianus, praeses of Isauria,” AS 22 (1972): 213, l.4 (Isauria, 
4th cent. A.D.). 

79. See Johan H. M. Strubbe, “The Sizonia in the Cities of Asia Minor under the Principate 
(1), EA 13 (1989): 102: “he must have been at the head of a board of sitonas”; and Johannes Nollc 
in I.Side l (Bonn: Dr. R. Habelt, 1993), 102 (with n. 222). SEG 48, 17703, with further references 
by the editors. 

80. Archigrammateus: I.Eryihrai 416.3—5 (3rd cent. A.D.?); see also IG II? 3169—3170.34—35 
with Kirchner's commentary ad hoc (Attica, A.D. 253-257); F.Delphes IIL.1, 209.3 (Roman period); 
BE 1964, no. 217 (Coreyra, 2nd cent. B.C.); Liebenam, Srădtevermaltung, 288 (n.8)-289. Archimystes: 
1.Kyme 40.4 (c. A.D. 213); cf. SEG 41, 1329b.4 (Carain near Attalea in Pamphylia, imperial period). 
Archiskeptouchos: Î.Ephesos UL 940.2, V 1581 (imperial period?), III 622.21-22 with VII.2, 4327 (the 
same person, c. A.D. 160); SEG 43, 782 (Ephesus, c. A.D. 160). 

31. Archigerousiastes: I.Prusias ad Hypium 25.3 (2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); cf. BE 1944, no. 195 
(Alexandria, imperial period). Archisynagogos: CI7766 (Phrygia, late 1st cent. A.D.?); Edmond Pottier 
and Amedce Hauvette-Besnault, “Inscriptions dWErythrees et de Teos,” BCH 4 (1880): 181; Louis 
Robert, “Inscriptions greco-juives,” Hellenica, 1:2429 and BE 1964, no. 413: in Christian and Jewish 
communities. Franz Poland, “Zuvaywyevs,” in RE 2.8 (1932), 1316-1318, denied that there al- 
ways was a difference between archisynagogos and simply synagogos on various boards. See also TAM 
III 121.11 (Lermessus, 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.); Bosch, Que//en, 310, no. 249.17 (Ancyra, A.D. 211-217); 
Milner, Epigraphical Survey, 54, no. 118: archigerousiarches (from near Diocaesarea? c. A.D. 3132). 
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Some archi-oftices clearly were not among the city archai, such as those 
of the archiatros,8 archipresbeutes,8 and archiparaphylax.5 "The use of archi- 
in relation to non-archai also demonstrates that archi- reflected one's status 
inside the college and not inside city administration as a whole. For this rea- 
son, the prefix archi- did not indicate the existence of a hierarchy among city 
officials. "The word archi- referred to the highest position among college mem- 
bers, including those of non-officials such as doctors or ambassadors. "The one 
who occupied the first place in such colleges also had his own synarchontes, 
whose activity was dated after him.% "The expressions “the first archon of the 
city” or “the first secretary of the people” should not mislead us, because the 
word “first” also designated the leading official in the corresponding college, 
with his own synarchontes dated after him.5 The designations archi- and “first,” 
therefore, had nothing to do with the hierarchization of city offices and their 
interrelationship. 

Similar officials are known from the pre-Roman period. The title of high 
priest, which was bestowed upon royal priests, was often granted to royal 
generals. 'Phe office of the archprytanis, first documented in the Roman 


82. I.Ephesos Il 719.1-5, 11-13 (A.D. 102-114), IV 1038.5 (2nd cent. A.D.), 1162.6 (A.D. 138— 
161); VIL.r, 3055.16-17 (late 2nd-grd cent. A.D.), LW 314-318 (Euromus, Roman period), SEG 
40, 1008.5 (Ephesus, A.D. 153-154); I.Stratonikeia 705.17—19 (Lagina, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); Î. Keramos 
32.3, 33-14 (imperial period); I.My/asa 628.2 (imperial period); 7. 7ra//eis | 246 (imperial period); 
ABSA 41 (1940-1945), 38 (Chios, imperial period), Minsterberg, Beamtennamen, 115 (Ceramus, 
reign of Caracalla), 118 (Harpasa, reign of Caracalla, and Heraclea Salbake, reign of Antoninus Pius 
or Marcus Aurelius). See also JG VII 2688 (Thebes in Boeotia, imperial period); I.De/os 5, 1547-5 
(129-117 B.c.); JOAL 30 (1937), Beibl. 83-86 (Odessus, 2nd cent. A.D.). Archiatros before the Romans: 
Pohl, “De Graecorum medicis publicis,” 24-25. Archiatros: Liebenam, Stădrevermaltung, 101-102; 
Louis Cohn-Haft, The Public Physicians of Ancient Greece (Northampton, MA: Dept. of History of 
Smith College, 1956), 71; Vivian Nutton, “Archiatri and the Medical Profession in Antiquity,” Papers 
of the British School at Rome 45 (1977): 218-226. 

83. 1.Magnesia 156.13 (A.D. 37-38); Syll.% 8ro.20 (letter of Nero to Rhodes, A.D. 55). Franz 
Poland, “De legationibus Graecorum publicis” (diss., Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1885), 70-71, for 
the pre-Roman period. 

84. E.g., OGI 476.8-9, 485 (> 1. Magnesia 164).7—8 (imperial period), with Dittenberger ad 
hoc (p. 114); Magie, Roman Rule, 1515 n.47: a city office. Cf. O. Schulthess, “Ilapabvakes,” in 
RE 36 (10949), 1368. Archiphylax in Lycia: IGR III 463.10-12, 490, 739.1l.55 (2nd cent. A.D.). 

85. Non-officials: /. Ephesos II 719.11—13 (A.D. 102-—114);.SEG 40, 1008.5 (Ephesus, A.D. 153— 
154); CIG II 2221b.11-13 (Chios, 3rd cent. A.D.). Synarchontes: Roueche, Performers, nos. 81.9— 
10, 82.11-—17, 85.16-20 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); /.Didyma 148.2—10 (A.D. 37-41); IM 15 
(1965): 119-120, no. 2.9-10 (Miletus, A.D. 118-119); FAM III 74.1-5 (Termessus, Roman pe- 
riod); Lanckorofski, Srădre, 2:215, no. 142 (Lermessus, Roman period). Cf. the archisynagogos: 
Archaiologikon deltion 24 (1969 [1971]): Chron. 300 (Thessaloniki, imperial period). 

86. MAMA VI 60 (= OGI 492).9-13 (Trapezopolis, A.D. 117-138); cf. IG XIL.3, 481.9-10 
(Thera, A.D. 213-217); Î.Ephesos VIL.1, 3071.3 (early 3rd cent. A.D.); MAMA V 204.1-5 (Nacolea, 
Roman period), VI 157 (= L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:277, no. 152).8-16 (Apollonia Salbake, 
A.D. 185-192), 183.7—12 (Apamea, A.D. 161-167 or 170-180), 378.5-12 (Synnada, 2nd-3rd cent. 
A.D.); Î.Hadrianoi und Hadrianeia 44.7-9 (2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 45.46 (A.D. 238-244), 50.4-7 (2nd 
cent. A.D., all from Hadrianoi). 
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period, can be traced back to the overseer of the prytaness in the Athens of 
Aristotle. Likewise, the office of the archiproboulos, which is first encoun- 
tered under the Romans, may have had its predecessor in the Hellenistic 
overseer of the probouloi. It has been documented that the archigeron already 
existed in Ptolemaic Egypt. His office 1s thought to have later become a part 
of the gerousta”s administration. “First” officials are also encountered prior to 
the Romans. For example, the “first Posmos” and his synkosmo: are docu- 
mented în the third century B.C.% It is difficult to judge, however, how wide- 
spread such officials were in Asia before the coming of the Romans. In the 
provincial period, the scope of such offices and their r6le in city administra- 
tion in Asia was very limited. For example, the proto/ogos archon, who, judg- 
ing by his title, was the first to speak or, in other words, to pronounce his 
judgment, which obviously affected the final decision of the whole college, has 
been encountered only in Aphrodisias and only în the imperial period.5 Roman 
colleges had the same practice, though there does not seem to have been a simi- 
lar designation for such offices.8? 

It has been suggested that the designations archi- and “first” for offices 
were synonymous.% In some cases this was probably true. The office of “first 
prytanis” in Smyrna looks identical to that of the arc/uprytanis in other Greek 
cities. However, although archi- and “the first” could be applied to the same 
office, the majority of such evidence deals with sacral positions, which did not 
belong to city administration.”! In addition to prytaneis, who constituted a 
college, the only secular office to which each of these two designations could 
be applied was that of secretary. Again, this was not an arce, and “first” and 
archi- were never applied together to this office in the same text. The evidence 
about the office of secretary reveals that “first” and archi- were used in differ- 
ent circumstances. "The former was applied to those college secretaries whose 


87. High priests (archiereis): OGI 93.4 (Cyprus, c.205—181 B.C.), 230.2—3 (Pompeiopolis, 
c.218-217 B.C.);, cf. inscriptions from Paphos in ABSA 56 (1961): 16-17, nos. 41-44 (203-197 B.C.); 
20, no. 51.5 (175-169 B.C.); 27, no. 70 (142-131 B.C.); 32-33, nos. 87-88 (c.117 B.C.); BCH 6 (1882), 
450, no. 81.6-7 (Delphi). Overseer (epistates) of the prytaneis: Arh. Pol. 44.1. Roman period: Graindor, 
Athenes, 68 n.2; Geagan, Athenian Constitution, 102-103. Overseer (prostates) of the probouloi: 
I.Magnesia 44.3 (Corceyra, 2nd cent. B.C.?) and 11.28—30. Archigeron: BE 1044, no. 195 (Alexandria, 
imperial period); Willy Peremans and Edmond van't Dack, Prosopographia Ptolemaica (Louvain: 
Bibliotheca universitatis, 1950), 1:6, no. 37 (203—30 B.C.), with a discussion of this evidence by 
Etienne Bernand, Recuei] des inscriptions grecques des Fayoum (Leiden: E. ]. Brill, 1975), 1:95. “First 
kosmos” (protokosmos): Syll.3 524.3—4 (Praesium in Crete, after 300 B.C.). 

88. CIG II 2760-2765 (imperial period); VAMA VIII 512.12-13, 527.3—4 (Aphrodisias, 
imperial period). 

89. Plut. Pomp. 22.6: the more aged censor was the first to speak. SIA Hadrian. 8.11: of two 
consuls, the one who has held this position more times speaks first. 

go. See Boeckh's commentary ad C/G II 2800. 

91. J.Stratonikeia 289.3 (Panamara, imperial period?);, Bosch, “Inscriptions,” 101-102, 
no. 19.19-21 (Attalea in Pamphylia, late 1st—early 2nd cent. A.D.). Cf. 7G II? 3562.2—3 (Attica, 1st— 
2nd cent. A.D.), 4103a.5—7 (Attica, A.D. 85-04); IGUR L.1, 246b.10 (Rome, c. A.D. 313). 
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activity was relevant to the city as a whole, while the designation arc/i- con- 
cerned secretaries of various social organizations. It is difficult, however, to 
regard this as a general rule. The second reason that impedes regarding the 
meanings of “first” and archi- as the same is that no arc/u-offices have been 
encountered among administratively important positions. Probably, this was 
because they were archai in the narrow meaning of the word. 

Although the status of “first officials” reflected the hierarchy not in city 
administration but inside individual colleges, such offices were very prestigious 
among members of local clites. “The honorific decree for Iulia Hostilia Rheso, 
from Miletus, refers to a promise to hold the arc/rprytaneia. Dionysios, son of 
Papylos, from Aphrodisias, was elected by the people to the position of the 
archineopoios after holding several costly city offices. In what seems to be a simi- 
lar case, Aulus Aemilius Zosimos was elected by the people of Priene to the 
first secretaryship in the city. The honorific decree for Aurelius Athenacus, 
from Ephesus, refers to the special fund, interpreted as the summa honoraria, 
that financed the performance of the bou/archia in that city. An honorific in- 
scription for Caracalla provides further evidence for the existence of this fund 
in Ephesus.% Such positions were institutionally set apart from the rest, and 
local notables were eager to pay a higher price for “first offices.” "Fhe earliest 
such evidence from Asia, the above-mentioned inscription honoring Aulus 
Zosimos, interestingly a Roman citizen, dates to the first century B.C. First 
positions in city colleges became institutionalized: honorific inscriptions in- 
creasingly refer to holding the first position in the same college several times. 
An inscription from Lycia mentions the “first agonothetes for life.”% The grow- 
ing number of references in inscriptions from Asia to “the first” and archi- 
offices and other similar positions therefore reflected important social changes 
which were taking place in Asian cities in the Roman period. However, it does 
not appear that the rising prominence of these “first offices” led to any pro- 
found changes in the functioning of city administration as such, because it 
reflected the interrelationship of officials inside colleges. 

“The hierarchization of offices in the cities of the province of Asia was also 
reflected by the use of such prepositions as syn, peri, and meta, which were 


92. Î.Didyma 372.1—2 (3rd cent. A.D.); MAMA VIII 410.9-10 (Aphrodisias, imperial period); 
I.Priene 114.8-9 (after 84 B.C.); 1. Ephesos VIL.1, 3057.8—12 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), with the com- 
mentary of Herrmann, “Mosaikinschrift,” 93; SEG 37, 886.12-—14 (Ephesus, A.D. 214-217), with 
the commentary of Bulent Iplikcioglu, “Eine neue Ehrung fir Kaiser Caracalla aus Ephesos,” EA 
9 (1987): 111-113. 

93. Milet | 7, 233.13—15 (A.D. 137-161); MAMA IN 59 (Synnada, late 3rd cent. A.D.), VI 60 
(= OGI 492).12-13 (Trapezopolis, A.D. 117-138), 158 (= L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:278— 
279, no. 156).4-5 (Apollonia Salbake, late 2nd cent. A.D.), 378.11-12 (Synnada, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 
VIII 512.12-13 (Aphrodisias, 2nd or zrd cent. A.D.); SEG 30, 1331.46 (Erythrae, A.D. 198-211); 
Bosch, Que//en, 310, no. 250.3—4 and 312, no. 252 (= OGI 547).3—4 (Ancyra, early rd cent. A.D.); 
I.Prusias ad Hypium, Index 11 on p. 281. “First agonothetes for life”: SEG 41, 1344 (Balboura, soon 
after 158 A.D.). 
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applied to various offices in the cities of Asia and other regions of the Greek- 
speaking world. All of them can be translated as “together with.” The first 
two prepositions, and possibly mera, accompanied the name of someone who 
occupied the top place in the college, including colleges of non-zrchontes such 
as secretaries, and therefore had nothing to do with the hierarchization of city 
offices.% "They were used in a similar way before the Romans.% In another 
example of continuity with preprovincial times, although the synarchiai in the 
cities of Asia developed their own hierarchy, the “first among the equals” was 
still called synarchos.” 

Democratic and oligarchic trends in Greek cities were thought to have been 
represented by collegiality and “individual officeholding” respectively.% But 
“collegiality” could have had more than one meaning and did not always imply 
equal standing of all the members of the college. "The leading position of one 
person in a college, which could be combined with his financial responsibility 
for the college as a whole, appears in fact to have been quite close to “individual 
officeholding.” The hierarchical tendency started before the Romans and be- 
came prevalent in the imperial period. Although internal college hierarchization 
grew under the Romans, who did not hinder the local clites” desire for power 


94. Syn: IG XIL.3, 325.8—9, 28: archon (Thera, A.D. 149); 326.23: general (Thera, A.D. 149); 
SyIl.5 810.1-2: prytanis (letter of Nero to Rhodes, A.D. 35); IC IV (Gortyn), no. 254.3—4: agoranomos 
(ast cent. B.C.). Peri: Î.Ephesos VIL.1, 3420 (= SEG 32, 11603).4: general (Metropolis, reign of 
Tiberius); 7. J/ion 65.45: prytanis, and 12-13: nomophylax (reign of Augustus); SEG 43, 724, 725, 
727 (Stratonicea in Caria, imperial period); /.Stratonikeia 1038a.1—3: prytanis (1st cent. B.C.?); 
1. Ephesos IL 501.46: paraphylax (imperial period), Munsterberg, Beamtennamen, 256; TAM III 
175.8—10: agonothetes (Termessus, A.D. 213-221); IG IX.1, 61.63—65: archon (Daulis, reign of 
Hadrian). Meta: Î.Priene 118a.1—3: agonothetes (ast cent. B.C.). 

95. Syn: MAMA VI 157 (>= L. Robert and ]. Robert, Carie, 2:277, no. 152).8—16 (Apollonia 
Salbake, A.D. 185-192); TAM V 693.12-—14 (lulia Gordus, reign of Lucius Verus). Peri: MAMA VI 
183.9—12 (Apamea, c. A.D. 101-167 or 176-180), 378.8-12 (Synnada, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); Char- 
lotte Rouechc, “Rome, Asia and Aphrodisias in the Third Century,” 7RS 71 (1981): 106-107, no. 5 
(= SEG 31, 909).10-—16 (Aphrodisias, A.D. 219—220?), with her commentary on p. 107; Miunsterberg, 
Beamtennamen, 153 (Tralles, imperial period); /.Prusias ad Hypium 40.13—17 (reign of Severus 
Alexander), Marek, Stadt, 156, nos. 3.6-9 and 4.8-11 (lonopolis, A.D. 204) and 161, no. 10 (= SEG 
35, 1317).12—13 (Amastris, A.D. 131). 

96. Syn: BCH 4 (1880): 164, no. 21, col. 1: archon; col. 2 (and LW 1558b): general; col. 3: 
grammatophylax; col. 4: prytanis (Leos, c.180 B.C.). Peri: IG XIL.5, 1000.15—16: archon (los, 4th cent. 
B.C.), 1004.10-—11: general (los, qth cent. B.C.); Holleaux, Etudes, 3:33—34, 1l.36-37 (Naxos, after 
death of Ptolemy Soter). Mera: Maier, Mauerbauinschrifien, 1:210, no. 59.2—5: general (Cyzicus, 
qth-3rd cent. B.c.), IG XII.2, 645.44-—46: treasurer (Nesos, pre-Roman period); LW 68b.12: kosmos 
(eos, c.200 B.C.). 

97. CIG II 2221b.11-13 (Chios, 3rd cent. A.D.); I.Smyrna 771.16—19 (€. A.D. 125), 772.7-8 
(late 1st or early 2nd cent. A.D., or late 2nd cent. A.D.); BCH 57 (1933): 534-535 > Robert, OMS, 
1:502-503 (Chios, mid-1st cent. A.D.). Cf. inscriptions on coins from Antioch by the Macander: 
Minsterberg, Beamtennamen, 112 (1st cent. A.D.). 'Lhis hierarchy: AM V 693.12—14 (lulia Gordus, 
reign of Lucius Verus), BCH 77 (1953): 644, no. 5.5—7 (Sparta, A.D. 125); EA 18 (1991), 49, no. 110 
(= IGR 1 568).8-9 (Nicopolis ad Istrum, 2nd cent. A.D.). 

98. E.g., Hansen, 4/henian Democracy, 237. 
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and glory, and “the first” and arc/i-offices were especially sought after, this 
form of the hierarchization of offices was neither new to the Greeks nor di- 
rectly relevant to the actual administering of their cities. 


City Offices and "Their Power 


“The separation of power from an office (î.€., when people were entrusted with 
the power of an office without actually occupying that office) could take sev- 
eral forms. Exousia basically signified “power.” The Greeks usually identi- 
fied it either with Roman potestas—mostly in various kinds of inscriptions 
referring to the tribunician power of Roman emperors, such as Claudius in 
Samos, Vespasian in Smyrna, Antoninus Pius in Rhodiapolis, and other em- 
perors elsewhere—or with imperium or with ius.1% In the pre-Roman and 
Roman periods, as a designation of official power possessed by someone who 
did not hold the office itself, the word exousia was contrasted with arche when 
the latter designated an office.!0! Because exousia could exist on its own, some- 
one who was already an archon could receive additional exousza the way any 
private person could.!02 

“The word exousta is already encountered in inscriptions from Asian cities 
in the preprovincial period, but at that time it designated the content of an 
office without separating it from the office itself. The so-called Pergamene law 
on the astynomo:, which was issued in the reign of Eumenes I and republished 
in the second century A.D., used the word exousia to designate the powers of 
the astynomoi.1% "The so-called Grain Decree of Samos, generally dated to the 
3rd century B.C., refers to exousia as power that did not originally belong to 
the official responsibilities of those to whom it was given by this decree.!% And 
the inscription concerning two new offices in Euromus in the reign of Antiochos 


99. Cf., e.g., the use of this word by Herodian as a designation of the “unlimited power” of 
soldiers in the reign of Pertinax (2.4.4), the military command of Niger (2.7.5), and the content of 
imperial power (arche) of Septimius Severus (3.10.6), Severus Alexander (6.8.4), and Maximinus 
(7.1.1). 

100. IG XIL.6, 483 (Samos, A.D. 47); 1..Smyrna 823.2, 8-9 and 824 (reign of Vespasian); TAM 
II go5.XII.10, 24, 38, 50, 61 (Rhodiapolis, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.); Magie, “De Romanorum vocabulis,” 
11; Mason, Greek Terms, 44, 133. Imperium: Magie, “De Romanorum vocabulis,” 68, 121; Mason, 
Greek Terms, 44, 133. Ius: Mason, Greek Terms, 44. See also Phot. Lex. s.v. kopos” cEovola.” 

ror. IG XIL.6, 1722.63-604 (Samos, c.250-—200 B.C.2), SEG 43, 707.14-15 (Euromus, soon after 
197 B.C.); TAM Il 885.6-7 (Acalissus, imperial period). See Sherk, Documents, no. 31.112—113 
(Edictum Augusti et SC de pecuniis repetundis, 4 B.C.); cf. Plut. Cat. Mai. 16.1, 3. 

102. Î.Stratonikeia 513.40—41 (Lagina, 3rd cent. A.D.); I. Ephesos La 26.20a (A.D. 180-192); IG 
XII.7, 400.2—3, 402.2—4 (both from Aegiale, c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.); JG VII 412.8-9 (Oropos, c.100— 
84 B.C.), Plut. Praec.ger.reip. 19, p. 815a. 

103. Klaffenbach, Astynomeninschrifi, 6, |l.128—132. 

104. IG XII.6, 172a.03-64 (c.250-—200 B.C.?). 
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III used the word exvousia to designate the powers of newly established offi- 
cials.105 In all these cases, exousia designated power that did not originally come 
with official responsibilities. But each of these cases deals only with the offi- 
cials: those who were not in office could not be given any rights that belonged 
to officials. 

“This situation developed further in the Roman period. A decree of the 
Ephesian gerousia from the reign of Commodus refers to the exousia not only 
of archontes but of private individuals as well.1% The separation of power from 
the office is especially well demonstrated by several inscriptions from the sec- 
ond and third centuries A.D. that refer to the “prytanic power” (prytanike 
exousia) but, significantly, not to the “power of the prytaneis.”1Y "The use of 
the phrase “prytanic power” is reminiscent of the Roman “tribunician power,” 
after which it was probably modeled. Therefore, on the one hand, such evi- 
dence suggests that this practice was well established at that time. On the other 
hand, the idea of the tribunician power appeared only under Augustus and, 
for this reason, was quite new for the Romans as well.1% 

The word exousia as a designation of the rights of private individuals is 
also encountered in many funerary inscriptions of the provincial period. Often, 
it was used in the same context already examined above with respect to the 
eldikoi. "The use of the word exousia either prohibited anyone from entering 
a burial place, in particular for the purpose of using that place for burying 
someone else, or designated the right of anyone to prosecute such violators and 
to receive a part of the fine.1% Inscriptions with a different context, including 
those that concerned private individuals, used the word exousia as well. Then 
it designated the prohibition of the right to purchase slaves or some other prop- 
erty, or the right for everybody to honor someone who was to be decorated by 
the entire city.!!0 Manumission contracts from various other parts of the Greek- 


105. SEG 43, 707.14-15 (Euromus, soon after 197 B.C.), with Gauthier, BE 1995, no. 525, 
pp. 525-526. 

106. I.Ephesos la 26.20a (A.D. 180-192). 

107. IG XII.7, 239 (Minoa, late 2nd or early zrd cent. A.D.), 396, 397, 399-402, 404-410 
(Aegiale, all from 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.). For the dating, see Robert, Monnaies grecques, 41. 

108. See esp. Lac. Ann. 1.2, 33, 46; 3.56, and Peter Sidney Derow, “Tribunicia potestas, tribu- 
nician power,” OCD5 1530; Loretana de Libero, “Tribunus [7: T. plebis],” NPauly 12-1 (2002), 799. 

109. “The first case: /. Pergamon Il 593.3—4 (imperial period); MAMA VI 18 (= 1. Laodikeia 
am Lykos | 85).9—10 (c. A.D. 225), 206, 225 (both from Apamea in Phrygia, imperial period), VIII 
550, 555, 557, 560, 565, 568 etc. (Aphrodisias, imperial period); 7. Ephesos VI 2522 (imperial pe- 
riod); I.Smyrna 199 (A.D. 124-c.260), 202, 212, 243, 258 (imperial period), Milet VI 2, 509 (impe- 
rial period), 517 (2nd-3rd cent. A.D.2); FAM III 5go (Lermessus, imperial period?), V 1074.2—3, 
1080.6-7, 1081.3—4 (Thyatira, c.2nd-3rd cent. A.D.). The right to prosecute and impose fines: LW 
1641 (Aphrodisias, 2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.); FAM II 885.6-8 (Acalissus, imperial period), III 596.10— 
11, 608, 632-634, 646, 730, 750; SEG 41, 1270.6-7 (Termessus, imperial period). 

110. Î.Ephesos VI 2419.7-9 (imperial period); 7..Smmyrna 245.4-6 (Smyrna? 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.); 
Î.Priene 104.8—9 (1st cent. B.C.). 
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speaking world could either limit the power (exousa) of individuals, includ- 
ing the archontes and the councilors, or add to it.|!! 

“The necessary prerequisites for this development also dated to pre-Roman 
times. One such document, the Pergamene law on the as/ynomoi, designated 
by the word exousia the rights (in this case, their absence) of private individ- 
uals. A recently published inscription from Metropolis uses this word to indi- 
cate the right that was specifically given to some individuals.!!? 

Another practice that reflected the separation of power from an office was 
the honoring of private individuals with official distinctions that were usually 
designated as timai in Greek and ornamenta in Latin. "The honorands did not 
hold, and were not supposed to hold, such offices. References to the official 
distinctions of the esrenarches and the nyctostrategos have been encountered in 
Sebastopolis, of the panegyriarchos in Nysa, of the city councilors in Ephesus 
and Tralles, and of the agonothetes and agoranomos elsewhere.!!5 The word time 
designated both various honors, such as wreaths, portraits, or statues, and of- 
fices or archai.!!* Its derivation, entimos, could have the same meaning as enarchos, 
and the cognates of the word time were used to denote the conferring of vari- 
ous offices.!1!5 Both meanings were two sides of the same coin, and /ime desig- 
nated conferring honorary offices (2ima+) as well. "Fhis Greek practice seems 
to have been close to the Roman 44/eczio, when the dignity of an office was 
vested in someone who did not hold that office.!1€ It is quite possible that such 
people were considered to have less dignity than those who actually occupied 
these positions, even though this information comes from a later source whose 


111. SEG 36, 590.18-—19 (Beroea in Macedonia, A.D. 181); 37, 408.10 (Delphi, 1st cent. A.D.). 

112. Klaffenbach, Astynomeninschrifi, 6, 1l.180—187; 1. Metropolis | A, 1.42 (c.131-130 B.C.). 

113. L. Robertand ]. Robert, Carie, 2:317—318, no. 168.7—11, 13-15 (Sebastopolis, A.D. 116- 
117); Sterrett, Journey, 338-339, no. 396.8—15 (Nysa, Roman period); 7. Ephesos V 1615.19 (2nd- 
ard cent. A.D.);, SEG 43, 731.24 (Tralles, after A.D. 177); Andre Plassart, “Une levce de volontaires 
thespiens sous Marc-Aurele,” in M/anges G. Glorz (Paris: Les Presses universitaires de France, 
1932), 2:732, 1.17 (Thespiae, A.D. 170-171); SEG 39, 456.17 (Lhespiae, A.D. 109-172); 42, 475-4 
(Delphi, c. A.D. 85), and 45, 491.1-4 (Delphi, 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); BCH 77 (1953), 400, no. 5.7—10 
(Argus, Roman period), with the commentary on pp. 401—402. 

114. For honors, see portrait: TAM V 688.17-18 (lulia Gordus, 1st cent. A.D.); portrait and 
wrcath: Hollcaux, Frudes, 1:144, 1l.18—20, 23—24 (Chaeronea, First Mithridatic War); statue: TAM 
V 974.45 (hyatira, late 1st or early 2nd cent. A.D.); Bosch, Que//en, 265-266, no. 202 (Ancyra, 
2nd cent. A.D.); see ]. Robert and L. Robert, BE 1044, no. 162, p. 198, and Robert, Etudes anatoliennes, 
136. See also TAM [1 910.24-25 (Rhodiapolis, imperial period), III 111 (Termessus, 3rd cent. A.D.); 
PH, no. 345.7-10 (Cos, reign of Claudius). 

115. TAM V 828a.5—7 (Attalea in Lydia, Roman period); 7.Smyrna 667b.1-2 (3rd cent. 
A.D.); I.Nikaia 60.47 (c. A.D. 219); IGR IV 1441 (attributed to Smyrna by Cagnat, 3rd cent. 
A.D.); TAM V 950 (Thyatira, early 3rd cent. A.D.). Entimos: TAM V 926.10—11 (Thyatira, 3rd 
cent. A.D.). See also Hdt. 1.59; Polyb. 12.13.5; Phot. Lex. s.v. tepwown; Asboeck, “Das Staatswesen 
von Priene,” 77. 

116. Cf., e.g., D.C. 80.8.3: Dio was appalled that Elagabalus became consul without having 
held “any office or the name of the office” (unre dpxv XaBov uire Tiuihv dpxhS). 
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reliability has been questioned.!!” "This practice was limited in Asian cities to 
just a few offices, always costly /ertourgiai. Therefore, it did not affect the in- 
ternal principles of administration of Asian cities. But already in the Hellenis- 
tic period, official titles were conferred by Asian cities on divinities, foreigners, 
women, and children, who were not expected to perform the day-to-day re- 
sponsibilities of an office. Overseers who personified the detachment of offi- 
cial power from an office carried out the duties of these offices. 

In the Roman period, conferring /imai was only one display of this devel- 
opment. Another was the already mentioned situation where parents and other 
relatives held offices for young children; adults could hold offices for their par- 
ents as well.!15 City offices could be allotted to those who were already dead, 
honoring them and their families. In such cases, the responsibilities were per- 
formed by the overseers (usually the relatives of the honorand), who also shoul- 
dered the expenses of the office, thus furthering a pre-Roman trend.!!? 

The Roman period also witnessed several anti-offices in Greek city ad- 
ministration. Evidence for them in Asia is limited only to the antarchon of the 
generals and of the council, while inscriptions from neighboring provinces refer 
to the antitamias and the antarchon.1% "The use of anti- for offices in Greek cities 
of Asia is known prior to the Romans or at least before Greek city administra- 
tion could have been affected in any way by Roman rule. At that time, it was 
limited to just one office, that of the antigrapheus. But the prefix anti- merely 
indicated the task of the antigrapheus to make copies (antigraphein).!2! 


117. SHA Pertin. 6.10. Cf. 2.6. 

118. E.g., J.Ephesos VIL.r, 3066.19—22 (early 2nd cent. A.D.). 

119. VAMA VIII 413d.3-6 (Aphrodisias, 2nd cent. A.D.); BCH 12 (1888): 193, no. 3.4-6 (im- 
perial period); 7. Magnesia 179.8-9 (c.rst-2nd cent. A.D.); Bean and Mitford, Journeys, 1964-1968, 
186, no. 206.3-7 (Anemurium, late Hellenistic or early imperial period). See Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 
325-326. 

120. „Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.XIL.1-2 (1 B.C.) with ]. Robert et L. Robert, Amyzon, 1:252 n. 25, for 
bibliography; FAM V 991.18-21 (Thyatira, imperial period) with Herrmann's note ad hoc; . Lindos 
486.711 (early 3rd cent. A.D.) with Blinkenberg's comment ad 1l.9—10 and SEG 41, 661.6 (Rhodes, 
Severan period); cf. BE 1934, p. 242 (Pergamum, imperial period); 1.Side II 70.9-15 (€. mid-2nd 
cent. A.D.). ]. Robert and L. Robert (BE 1979, no. 381) categorized him as “second archon.” See 
also Robert, OMS, 7:578-580, with examples from various regions of the Greek world. 

121. Î.Magnesia 92a.4 (early 2nd cent. B.C.), 98.25—26 (197-196 B.C.); 1. Erythrai 122.3 
(Mytilene, early 2nd cent. B.C.); Mi/er 1 3, 152a.10-11 (Methymna, c.188-167 B.c.), Robert, OMS, 
2:1172, l.13—14 (Colophon, Hellenistic period?); SEG 36, 218.67 (Athens, c.388-355 B.C.). For later 
times, see /.Priene 111.193 (early 1st cent. B.C.); Î. Ephesos V 1687, 1.2 (c.31 B.C.); I. Magnesia 116.17 
(reign of Hadrian); SEG 44, 931.4 (Ephesus, imperial period?); see also SEG 15, 104.104 (Attica, 
127-126 B.C.), 26, 157.5 (c. A.D. 200); 28, 160.6 (Roman period). His responsibilities: Geagan, Arhe- 
nian Constitution, 109: “the checking clerk”; Alan S. Henry, 7he Prescripts of Athenian Decrees 
(Leiden: E. ]. Brill, 1977), 80-81 n.14, and the editors” commentary ad /.Erythrai 122.3 (Mytilene, 
early 2nd cent. B.C.). Antigraphon: Reynolds, Aphrodisias, no. 6.32-33 (letter of Octavian); IOSPE 
2 2.17, 4.34 (Tyra, 3rd cent. A.D.). Antitypon: Robert, OMS, 3:1636 ad no. 367. Cf. the antistrategos 
on Cyprus under the Ptolemies: Robert, OMS, 7:580. 
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“The use of anti- in such words as antepistates, antarchon of the council, 
antikeryx, and antistrategos in the Roman period has been interpreted as a reflec- 
tion of the subordinate status of these functionaries in relation to the respective 
officials.!%2 Does the fact that such offices appeared only in the provincial period 
mean that Roman rule influenced, whether deliberately or not, the development 
of subordinate relations among officials in Greek cities? For a long time before 
the coming of the Romans, the Greeks had been using /ypo- to designate 
subordinates to various officials: for example, hypagoranomos, hypeuthynos, 
hypephebarchos, hyphipparchos, hyponeokoros, hyphiereus, and hypogrammateus. 
Both anti- and hypo- were applied to the same offices, such as those of the trea- 
surers, ephebarchoi, secretaries, gymnasiarchs, priests, Posmetai, heralds, and 
generals, though such examples do not come from Asia. 1% 

Is it possible that in spite of the existence of the pre-Roman /ypo-posts the 
new anti-offices also denoted subordinates to city officials? But how, then, can 
we explain the coexistence of anti- and hypogrammateus, anti- and hypokosmetes, 
and anti- and hypokeryx? At least in some such cases, the meanings of anri- 
and hypo- probably differed. The significance of Pypo- has been discussed 
above. In its wider and more general significance anti- designated “in the place 
of.” The position of anti-officials has usually been categorized as that of a 
“deputy.”12+ But “deputy” could have two meanings. It designated either some- 
one placed under the command of an official or the person who had the power 
of the office but was not an official himself. In the latter case, ani- reflected 
the separation of power from the office. The Romans made extensive use of 
the promagistrates who were designated by the Greeks as the anthypatos, 
antarchon, antistrategos, and antitamias. 5 Since the Greeks before and under 


122. Holleaux, Etudes, 1:264: a vice-epistates. Antarchon: ad SEG 38, 663: “vice-archon” or a 
substitute (Styberra in Macedonia, Roman period). Antarchon of the council: Levy, “Etudes” (1895), 
225 n.4, and (1899), 270 n.5: “vice-president of the council”; James H. Oliver, Marcus Aurelius. 
Aspects of Civic and Cultural Policy in the East (Princeton: American School of Classical Studies at 
Athens, 1970), 111: “vice-president.” Antikeryx: Geagan, Athenian Constitution, 106. Antistrategos: 
Traill, “Greek Inscriptions,” zor: “he either served as an assistant to the hoplite general or he served 
on behalf of the hoplite general”; BE 1079, no. 581. 

123. Antigrammateus: IG II? 2067.225 (Athens, 2nd cent. A.D.). Hypogrammateus: IG II 
2067.225 (Athens, 2nd cent. A.D.). Antikosmetes: IG II 2022.3 (€. A.D. 112), 2054-4 (A.D. 145-146), 
2077.3 (c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.), 2079 (A.D. 158-159); 2097a.2—7 (A.D. 169-170). Hypokosmetes: IG 
II 2037a.3-6 (Attica, A.D. 125-126), 2045.20 (after A.D. 136), 2047.8—10 (A.D. 140-141); Antikeryx: 
IG II? 1949.7 (Attica, after A.D. 212); Fesperia 32 (1963): 48-49, no. 71.2-6 (Athens, 2nd cent. A.D.). 
Hypokeryx: BE 1961, no. 269 (Athens, late 2nd cent. A.D.). 

124. Robert, Hel/lemica, 9:10; Mason, Greek Terms, 104; cf. Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.133: 0 Ypan(pu)arevs 
Tov Suov TO devrepov kai dvrăpxwv Tâv oTpaTnyâv (1 B.C.) with the editors” translation 
(p. 23): “vice-gerent of the strategi” and Rife, “Officials,” 95 n. 4: avrerpivapxos (SEG 7, 700, 
ȚII, 712: Pisidia), “vice-eirenarch.” 

125. Mason, Greek Terms, 104. See Sherk, Documents, no. 58.55-56 (Octavian to Rhosus, 
42-35 B.C.), 70.17 (Chios, c. A.D. 4-52); Reynolds, Aphrodisias, no. 9.2 (2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), D.C. 


41.43-3 (48 B.C.). 
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the Romans designated deputies to city officials by //ypo-, it might be supposed 
that in the Roman period at least in some cases 4n14- was also used by the Greeks 
to designate those who had the power without occupying the office. 

If this 1s true, this practice was new to the Greeks and therefore can be 
attributed to Roman influence. "his, however, remains only a supposition, 
especially for Asia since there is no direct evidence for the coexistence of anri- 
and hypo-offices in the cities of that province. On the other hand, a similar 
practice had been employed by the Greeks in the pre-Roman period as well, 
judging by the use of the word dvrumoivreveo0aL and such expressions as 
O GvTiTwyxăvuwv Tauias, TOS dvriTwyxâvovras Ovwve5povs, and similar 
ones that survived into the Roman period, though again there does not seem 
to be such evidence from Hellenistic Asia. "These expressions are usually trans- 
lated as “those who are holding this office for the time being,”1% which does 
not reflect the separation of power from the office in the strict sense of the word. 
But this pre-Roman understanding of anti- as “in the place of” may have helped 
the Greeks to view an-offices as pro-offices in the provincial period. How- 
ever, these expressions seem to have been in use only in the Peloponnese and 
central Greece, and the Roman practice of appointing pro-officials did not apply 
to offices in city administration and disappeared with the establishment of the 
empire. It is hard, therefore, to see how this development in Asian cities could 
have resulted from Roman domination over Asia. 

Evidence for anti-offices in Asia is limited to a couple of inscriptions 
mentioning the antarchontes. "The antitamias of a colony does not demonstrate 
Roman influence on Greek city administration since colonies were new foun- 
dations that were modeled in accordance with Roman practices.!7” It does not 
seem possible to determine precisely the character of anti-offices such as the 
antigrammateus, antistrategos, and antarchon, which have been documented in 
places other than Asia.1?5 However, they recall to mind the epime/etai and over- 


126. Eberhard Ruschenbusch, “Theopompea: avrurmoAreveodar,” ZPE 39 (1980): 81-90, 
with many examples from the pre-Roman period, at least some of which concern replacement in 
office or in responsibilities. See /G V.2, 437.25-27 (Megalopolis, 2nd cent. B.C.); Michel, Recuei], 
no. 289.9—10 (the Acolian Confederation, late rd cent. B.C.). Priest, sitarchos, synedros, hieromnemon, 
demiourgos, and treasurer: Holleaux, Frudes, 1:363—364. For the survival of this practice into the 
Roman period in regions other than Asia: Michel, Recuei/, no. 993.9—10 (Mantinea, 43 B.C.); IG 
TV? 66.56-59 (Epidaurus, 74 B.C.). See LS7, s.v. dvriTwyxdvu (2). 

127. Î.Lindos 486.711 (early ard cent. A.D.) with Blinkenberg's comment ad 1l.9-10; SEG 
41, 661.6 (Rhodes, Severan period); see BE 1934, p. 242: the antitamias ot a colony (Pergamum, 
imperial period). 

128. IG II? 2067.225: in the procedure connected with the ephebes (Athens, 2nd cent. A.D.); 
“Trail, “Greek Inscriptions,” 300, no. 24.15—19 (1st cent. A.D.); 7.Side II 7o (c. mid-2nd cent. 
A.D.) = Bean, Inscriptions of Side, 18, no. 107.9—15 (imperial period?), with ]. Robert and L. Robert, 
BE 1979, no. 381. The antarchon could refer not only to the office of the archontes but to various 
other as well: Sardis VIL.1, no. 8.133: of the generals (1 B.C.);, AM V 9g91.18-—21: of the council 
(Thyatira, imperial period). 
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scers (epistatai and epitropoi), that is, those who had the power but not the of- 
ficial status, such as the epritropos of the generalship in Smyrna.!% It was the 
epitropoi who performed costly offices and other prestigious benefactions on 
behalf of children, thus acting as overseers, in pre-Roman times. "The limited 
character of such changes in provincial Asia suggests that those principles on 
which the administration of Asian cities was based in the Hellenistic period 
remained essentially intact under the Romans. 

It becomes even harder to argue for deliberate Roman influence on local 
administration in Asia if we look at administrative practices used by the Romans 
themselves. The iteration of offices in Rome developed quite early. In exam- 
ining this practice, Mommsen mostly dealt with evidence for legislation that 
imposed intervals between holding the same offices.!% In the Republican pe- 
riod, however, this evidence concerned only those offices which had imperium 
(.€., military offices). The iteration of the only civil office referred to by 
Mommsen, namely that of the people's tribune, was possible also only as a 
continuation. Such evidence gradually increased, both in Rome and in the 
western part of the empire in general, and likely embraced some civil offices 
as well.l3! Although the promagisterial practice already appeared in Rome in 
326 B.C., until the very end of the Republic, Roman promagistrates were only 
those who held their power through prorogatio.15 Later, power could be vested 
in an individual. "The first such case seems to be the proconsulate of P. Scipio 
in 211. Further examples included the /mmperium of Pompey, still a private citi- 
zen, în 67 B.C.1% However, all these cases concern military power (imperium), 
and no private individual was ever vested with official powers without hold- 
ing an office in Roman civil administration under the Republic. 

“The Roman practice of vesting command for several years developed only 
by the very end of the Republic. Pompey was given such command for three 
years and then for five years; Caesar received a similar command for five years 
and for another five years after that.15* A similar development took place in 
the Greek world. Although the evidence is hard to interpret, it looks as if one 
person could be appointed to the same post for more than one year at once, in 
Asia and in other Greek-speaking provinces.!% But it is also hard to say how 


120. Î.Smyrna 771.12—13 (€. A.D. 125), 772.12 (late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D. or late 2nd cent. 
A.D.); see Boeckh ad CIG II 3151: “curator.” 

130. Mommsen, Staatsrecht, 1:519—522. 

131. Mommsen, Staarsrecht, 1:523. See Liebenam, Srădtevermaltung, 273. 

132. Liv. 8.26.7; cf. D.C. 41.43.3. 

133. For these and other similar cases, see Mommsen, Staatsrecht, 2:651-654; Helmut Gugel, 
“Prorogatio,” in K/Pauly 4 (1972), 1186; Hans Kloft, “Prorogatio,” in RE Suppl. 15 (1978), 454. 

134. Kloft, “Prorogatio,” 451-454. Cf. D.C. 44.43.2. 

135. .Jasos 248.49 (reign of Hadrian); Bosch, “Inscriptions,” 101-102, no. 19.19—21 (Attalea 
in Pamphylia, late 1st or early 2nd cent. A.D.), Robert, Co/lection Froehner, 141, no. 95.1—4 (island 
of 'Thera, 1st cent. A.D.); $y/1.5 708.42—43 (Istropolis, c.107 B.C.). 
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widespread this practice was in the Greek east, whereas the Roman system of 
division between power and office, to which the practice of prorogatio was di- 
rectly relevant, did not concern city administration, because prorogatio was 
relevant only to offices with the imperium, (i.€., military positions).1% Further, 
the practice of prorogatio fell out of use after the end of the Republic; it is 
thought to have survived in the imperial period only for a short time and only 
in provincial administration. The very idea of the promagistratus disappeared 
under the Empire, which eliminated the difference in status between pro- and 
“normal” offices.!% Giving out official ornamenta to those who had not held 
an office before was new for the Romans themselves and thus represented a 
change in the imperial administration as a whole. It is hard, therefore, to see 
how preimperial Roman practices could have affected this development of city 
administration in imperial Asia. 

Cities in other provinces, especially those that followed Roman admin- 
istrative practices, are known to have applied regulations similar to those used 
in Rome. The office of city censor could be iterated in Italy and Galatia. And 
the /ex municipii Malacitani from Spain of the first century A.D. established 
intervals of five years between holding the office of the Juumvir (i.€., quite 
similar to what we know for Rome itself).!55 A change came to this field of 
administration as well: in the second century, the intervals between holding 
costly /eitourgiai came to be ignored throughout the empire, including Asia.159 
“The practice of holding the same city office without intervals at all, “in a 
row,” also developed in Asia in the second century A.D., after it was first used 
for religious positions. A similar extension from religious to civil offices char- 
acterized the rise of beneficiary activity in Asian cities in the Hellenistic 
period: basic principles remained intact. Holding offices for many times as 
well as “for life” or “in perpetuity,” which emerged in Asia only in the Roman 
period, was also a new development in Rome. 'Lhis practice was most vis- 
ible, it seems, in relation to the offices held by the Roman emperors, such as 
the consulates of Augustus and the censorship of Domitian.!* Holding of- 
fices more than once was also a universal development. In Rome, the peoples 


136. Mommsen, Staatsrecht, 1:11-16, 636-644; Kloft, “Prorogatio,” 451-454 for the years 
200 to 81 B.C., 460-463; Gugel, “Prorogatio,” 1186. 

137. Mommsen, Staatsrecht, 1:644-645; Kloft, “Prorogatio,” 457. 

138. CIL X 3763.4 (Suessula, imperial period), Bosch, Que//en, 349, no. 288.2—3 (Ancyra, 
early 3rd cent. A.D.?); FIRA E 24 (= JLS 6089), LIV (c. A.p. 81-84), with Spitzl, Lex municipii 
Malacitani, 44. See also Langhammer, Se/lung, 51. 

139. Î.Didyma 349.6-8 (2nd cent. A.D.?); Paul Dig. 50.1.18; Callistr. Dig. 50.4.14.5. See 
Langhammer, Stellung, 51-52: in the 2nd cent. 

140. 'Tac. Ann. 1.9; TAM V 87oa.5 and 14 (Thyatira, A.D. 92); Athena 20 (1908), 236-237, 
no. 50.6 (Domitian to Chios, A.D. 93). 
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tribunate was held for many years in succession, or “in a row” if we use the 
Greek expression, by the emperors. În the Greek east, the universal charac- 
ter of this development is demonstrated by a dedication to L. Egnatius Vic- 
tor Lollianus, who was the proconsul of Asia three times in succession, which 
was set up by his protege L. Pescenius Gessius, who himself was thrice 
asiarch.!+! 


141. Î.Smyrna 635.27 (c. A.D. 2405). For this Lollianus, see Joyce Reynolds, “L. Egnatius 
Victor Lollianus and Carian Aphrodisias,” in L"Afrique, la Gaule, la Religion ă l'Epoque romaine: 
Melanges ă la memoire de Marcel Le Glay, ed. Yann Le Bohec (Brussels: Latomus, 1994), 675-679; 
and Xavier Loriot, “Sur la datation du proconsulat d'Asie de L. Egnatius Victor Lollianus,” in 
Splendidissima Civitas: Etudes d'histoire romaine en hommage a F. Jacques, ed. Andr€ Chastagnol 
et al. (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 1996), 224, who dated Lollianus's proconsulate to 242— 
247. 
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The Metropoleis 
Smyrna and Ephesus 


Ancient and modern authors alike refer to Smyrna, Ephesus, and Pergamum 
as the largest cities, or metropoleis, of Roman Asia, and as competitors for first 
place în that province.! As the largest urban centers, the merropoleis had the 
most sophisticated administrations, with numerous officials. "Fherefore, they 
offer us a much better chance to understand the organization and functioning 
of Greek city government in provincial Asia. By the amount of available evi- 
dence from Smyrna, that city should be placed second after Ephesus, whose 
published inscriptions, and probably coins as well, clearly surpass those from 
any other city in the province of Asia.? 


1. E.g., Aristid. Or. 23; cf. I.Ephesos VIL.1, 3072.25; Chapot, Province, 144; Mitchell, Anatolia, 
1:206; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 253; SKampmann, Homonoia- Verbindungen, 20-47. Some also include 
Sardis and Cyzicus in this group; see Steven ]. Friesen, “The Cult of Roman Emperors in Ephesos: 
Temple Wardens, City 'Titles, and the Interpretation of the Revelation of John,” in Koester, 
Ephesos, 240; Denis Feissel, “Gouverneurs et cdifices dans les €pigrammes de Smyrne au bas- 
empire,” REG 111 (1998): 126. For the word merropolis designating the largest cities in the area, 
including a province, and for official merropoleis, see Glen W. Bowersock, “Hadrian and Metropo- 
lis,” Bonner Historia-Augusta-Colloquium, 1982-33 (Bonn: R. Habelt Verlag, 1985): 75-88, re- 
published in his Studies, 371-384; Ziegler, “Polis in der rmischen Kaiserzeit,” 93-97 (with notes); 
Sencer Şahin, Reinhold Merkelbach, and Josef Stauber, “Kaiser Tacitus erhebt Perge zur Metropo- 
lis Pamphyliens und erlaubt einen Agon,” EA 29 (1997): 69-74. 

2. Another contender was Pergamum. Ephesus, Smyrna, and Pergamum were the main cit- 
ies of the Foinon of Asia: Luigi Moretti, “Kowă 'Aoias,” RFIC, n.s., 32 (1954): 276-289. But 
Pergamum may have had certain administrative peculiarities as a former royal capital. Magic, Roman 
Rule, 73—77, 481, put Pergamum behind Miletus when he enumerated the most distinguished cit- 
ies of Asia. În his second Tarsian oration (34.48), addressing the problem of provincial rivalry, Dio 
refers to pairs of competing cities from various regions of the Greek east, such as 'Tarsus and Aegaeae 
in Cilicia, Apamea and Antioch in Syria, and Ephesus and Smyrna in Asia. 
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Smyrna 


Smyrna was a free city before the war of Rome against Antiochos III in 191— 
189. "Together with Alexandria Troas and Lampsacus, Smyrna sent embas- 
sies to the Roman authorities in the mid-1gos with the purpose of preserving 
its status as a free city.5 Lampsacus documented on stone its negotiations with 
the commander of the Roman navy, Lucius Flamininus, the brother of the 
famous Titus Quinctius Flamininus. Therefore, we know that what the people 
of Lampsacus wanted was acknowledgment of their independent status in 
the treaties between Rome and her adversaries. Other cities were likely to 
have had similar intentions. Livy, commenting on this situation, said that 
“Smyrna and Lampsacus were contending for their liberty.”+* Before the war 
against Antiochos broke out, the people of Smyrna built the earliest shrine in 
Asia to the goddess Româ.5 The Smyrnaeans pleaded with the Romans to allow 
them to be the first to establish this cult in Asia, thus setting a precedent for 
the rivalry among Asian cities which would become so notoriously prominent 
in imperial times. Româ was originally a Greek invention.6 The Romans allot- 
ted this cult official recognition only in 29 B.c., by giving permission for the 
furst time to build a sacred precinct to Rome in an Asian city. Augustus granted 
to Ephesus in Asia and Nicaea in Bithynia, as the most important provincial 
cities, the right to have the cult of Rome and lulius Caesar. He also allowed 
the consecration of precincts to himself in Pergamum and Nicomedia on be- 
half of the leagues of Asia and Bithynia respectively.” 


3. Polyb. 5.77.6, 21.14.1-3; App. Syr. 2. Gruen, He/lenistic World, 621 n.4. 

4. SyIl5 591 = IGR IV 179 = I.Lampsakos 4 = Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 195-198, 
no. 236e (c.197-196 B.C.); Liv. 33.38.3. 

5. Tac. Ann. 4.56 (195 B.C.); Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 136; Mellor, OEA POMH, 51; Fayer, 
Culto della dea Roma, 31-32. 

6. Mellor, OEA POMH, 111; Gruen, He/lemistic World, 178-179; Robert M. Frrington, “Oe 
“Poun und romischer EinfluB sudlich des Măanders im 2. Jh. v. Chr.,” Chiron 17 (1987): 
99—102. 

7. D.C. 51.20.6. For a close connection between the new cult and the current political situ- 
ation in Asia, see, e.g., Magie, “Rome and City-States,” 167; Magie, Roman Rule, 106; Fayer, Culto 
della dea Roma, 31-32; Errington, “Oeă “Puun und râmischer FinfluB,” g9—102. Cf. the alleged 
advice of Maecenas to Augustus in 29 B.C. (D.C. 52.37.10) which referred to the mutual rivalries of 
Greek cities over pride (Tăs Te exOpas avTOv kai Tăs bihoTiuias Tăs Tpos dĂANOvS 
TAVTĂTAOLW EKKOmTEw) and “empty titles” (emwvuuias Tivas Kketvăs). As a result, according 
to this text, cities would readily submit “in this and every other matter” to the Roman leader. This 
policy may have been started by the Romans prior to the emergence of the neokoriai, see Herrmann, 
“Rom und die Asylie griechischer Heiligtiimer: Eine Urkunde des Dictators Caesar aus Sardeis,” 
133—134: Caesar granted the same sort of asy/ia to the temple of Artemis at Sardis as the temple of 
Artemis at Ephesus already had (44 B.C.), with the editor's commentary on pp. 143-144: “Man kann 
danach vermuten, dass zumindest in der ausgehenden Republik die rechtlichen Bedingungen 
hinsichtlichder Asylie des ephebischen Heiligtums so etwas wie Modellcharackter besessen haben, 
so dass es geniigte, sich auf sie zu berufen.” 
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Smyrna offered staunch resistance to Antiochos, refusing to accept its 
liberty as a grant from him and also offering support to the Romans. Although 
the king succeeded in capturing the city, he had to withdraw after being de- 
feated.8 Not surprisingly, Smyrna remained a free city after the final Roman 
victory over Antiochos in 189, which was sealed by the Apamean settlement 
in the following year. "Pogether with Chios and Erythrae, Smyrna received ad- 
ditions to its territory.” The free status of Smyrna after 189-188 was probably 
reflected by the change in the city coinage to silver drachms and tetradrachms 
of the Attic weight as well as by the minting of cistophori in the mid-second 
century.!0 After the establishment of the province of Asia, Smyrna became 
the center of one of its assizes, or juridical districts, and was regularly vis- 
ited by the Roman governor to administer justice among local residents; it 
retained this position till at least the mid-third century.!! In 130-129, Smyrna 
helped the Roman army by providing additional clothing. As the story goes, 
the Smyrnaeans attending the assembly stripped off their own garments and 
offered them to Roman soldiers when they heard about their sufferings from 
the unusually cold winter. "The tribulations of the Romans probably resulted 
from the recent defeat of the army under the consul P. Licinius Crassus 
Mucianus by the forces of the pretender Aristonicos near Leucae, a city be- 
tween Pergamum and Smyrna.!? Smyrna became the final resting place of 
the unfortunate consul, whose head was brought to the claimant of the Attald 
throne. 

“his event was remembered about half a century later, in the mideighties, 
when Sulla was chasing Mithridates out of Asia. At that time, Smyrna, which 
had accepted the rule of Mithridates, probably unwillingly, had to provide 
evidence of its ancient loyalty to Rome.! Prior to that, Smyrna sent its fleet to 
help the Romans in the Social War of go—87.!* Smyrna is thought to have of- 
fered its citizenship to the prominent Roman exile P. Rutilius Rufus, which, 
if true, also demonstrates the city's free status prior to the Second Mithridatic 
war.15 Smyrna never participated in the massacres of Italians and Romans that 
were instigated by Mithridates and that took place in other Asian cities, includ- 
ing Ephesus.1* Orosius, a very late author, tells us that following the example 


8. Polyb. 21.13.3; Liv. 35.42.2, 37.35-2—10; Magie, “Rome and City-States,” 170. 

9. Polyb. 21.46.6; Liv. 38.39.11; Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 148. 

10. Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 141; Head, Historia Numorum, 592; Le Rider, “Sur un aspect 
du comportement monctaire,” 37 n.2, 53. 

11. See Introduction. For the mid-third century, see Martyrium Pionii 19—20. 

12. Aristid. Or. 19.11; Lac. Ann. 4.56; Eutrop. 4.20.1. 

13. Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 156. "The coinage of Mithridates in Smyrna: Head, Historia 
Numorum, 593; Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 136 (0.4); Magie, Roman Rule, 1103 n.34. 

14. Tac. Ann. 4.56. 

15. D.C. 28.95.4; cf. Cic. Rabir. Post. 10.27; Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 156 (n.2). 

16. For these massacres, see Kallet-Marx, Hegemony to Empire, 153-158. 
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of Ephesus and several other communities of Asia, the people of Smyrna them- 
selves drove Mithridates” garrison out of their city.!? 

“The evidence is inconclusive, however, on whether Smyrna managed to 
preserve its status as a free city after the Mithridatic War was over.15 A letter 
from Roman authorities to Asia shows that Smyrna retained its place as the 
leading city of an assize in 51-50. But this does not indicate by itself the status 
of the city. Although Smyrna minted no coinage from about 84 B.C. to the 
imperial period,” the absence or presence of city coinage was not necessarily 
connected with the status of the city, but this gap could reflect the deteriora- 
tion of the status of Smyrna as a punishment from the Romans. Appian refers 
to Sulla bestowing freedom on Magnesia, Ilium, and some other places in Asia 
after it had been freed from Mithridates, but not on Smyrna. Livy's opinion, 
as presented in a later summary of a missing part of his text, was that the only 
Asian city which remained loyal to Rome during the war was Magnesia.% And 
this could be just what the Roman politicians thought after Mithridates was 
finally pushed out of Asia Minor and the status of Asian cities had to be 
decided. 

“The mention of the Roman magistrates administering justice in Smyrna, 
'Tralles, Pergamum, and other Asian cities in Cicero's speech in defense of 
Flaccus seems to imply that Smyrna was still unfree in 62-59.71 Taking into 
account that 'Tralles had distinguished itself by particularly cruel large-scale 
massacres of the Italians about two decades before, the presence of Roman 
judges could have been a reaction to the collaboration of these cities with 
Mithridates. Farly in 43, condemning the assault on Smyrna by Dolabella in 
the previous year, Cicero referred to the people of Smyrna as among “the most 
trusted and oldest allies of Rome,” suggesting that the city was free at that time. 
In another work, he compared the position of Smyrna and some other Asian 
cities where Roman magistrates administered justice with Apollonis, which was 
said by Cicero to be “the most friendly and faithful ally of the Roman people.” 
Because Dolabella had seized not only Smyrna but also the Roman governor, 
C. Trebonius, the latter was probably holding an assize there at that time since 
the proconsular residence in Asia was Ephesus. 'Therefore, speaking about 
Roman magistrates administering justice in Smyrna and other cities, Cicero 
was probably referring to the assize in those cities, which had nothing to do 
with their status.22 


17. App. Mithr. 23; Liv. per. 79; Oros. 6.2.8; Magie, Roman Rule, 234, 1112 n.7. 

18. So Magie, Roman Rule, 234; Arthur Keaveney, Su/la: The Last Republican (London: 
Croom Helm, 1982), 233; R. G. Lewis, “Sulla and Smyrna,” CO q1 (1991): 128-129. 

19. Sherk, Documents, no. 52 (Roman authorities to Asia, 51-50 B.C.?);, Head, Historia 
Numorum, 593. 

20. App. Mithr. 61, Liv. per. 89: sola in Asia civitas in fide manserat. 

21. Cic. Flacc. 29.71. Sec, e.g., Lewis, “Sulla and Smyrna,” 128. 

22. Cic. Philipp. 11.5, Flacc. 29.71. Pace Lintott, Imperium Romanum, 64. 
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Smyrna was a free city at least by the time of Trajan, who reprimanded it 
for having tried to compel a resident of Aphrodisias to serve as a high priest but 
who also showered his favors on the city.2% Under Hadrian, Smyrna received its 
second neokoria, that is, the right to establish a temple (neos) to the emperor and 
his family and to be called “temple warden” (neokoros), the first neokoria having 
been given to the city by Tiberius in 26.2 Although the term neokoros started to 
be used as a part of official titles of Asian cities only late in the first century A.D., 
one still can refer to the establishment of the temple of' Tiberius as the first neokoria 
of Smyrna.2 At least, this is how the Greeks themselves treated it by referring 
to the neokoriai of 123-124 and 214-215 as the “second” and the “third.”2% The 
philhellene Hadrian, “the most artistic of emperors,"7 gave the second neokoria 
to Smyrna on his way through Asia Minor, after granting it only to Pergamum. 
Hadrian gave it to Smyrna under the influence of M. Antonius Polemo, the most 
distinguished Sophist of his time and a living celebrity of Asia, who accompa- 
nied the emperor on his journey. The inscriptions and coins from Smyrna that 
refer to Hadrian as the “savior and the new founder of Smyrna” and mention 
the festival Hadrianeia în that city were products of the second neokoria.78 

Smyrna could not compete with the royal grandeur of Pergamum, the 
former capital of the Attalids, whose numerous cultural and building projects 
still made a deep impression on visitors, nor with the size and administrative 
importance of Ephesus, the residence of the Roman provincial governor.% But 
during the reign of Caracalla, Smyrna assumed the title “first of Asia in beauty 
and greatness, and most brilliant and merropohs of Asia, and thrice temple 
warden of the Augusti.”% Smyrna was already acknowledged as the most beau- 


23. I.Smyrna 593 > Reynolds, Aphrodisias, 113-115, no. 14 (Trajan to Smyrna, €. A.D. 100— 
101 or 101-102) with Christopher P. Jones, review of]. M. Reynolds, Aphrodisias and Rome (Lon- 
don: Society for the Promotion of Roman Studies, 1982), 47P 106 (1985): 264; Dio Or. 40.14. 

24. I.Smyrna 594 with Halfmann, Jrinera, 200 (A.D. 124); 697.36—37: 5evrepov 56yua 
OwyKATOv, ka0” 6 5is vewkopor yeyovapev with Petzls commentary ad /..Smyrna 697.33—42 
(soon after A.D. 124); 'Tac. Ann. 4.5556; Price, Rituals and Power, 258. 'Fhe meaning of this word 
gradually changed in the imperial period; Haensch, Capita provinciarum, 316 n.78. 

25. Neokoria: Price, Rituals and Power, 65 n.47. 

26. Brief discussions of this problem: Friesen, Zice Neokoros, 50; Maria Domitilla Cam- 
panile, “Tiberio e la prima neocoria di Smyrna,” SCO 46 (1997 [1998]): 492-493. 

27. Athenae. 3.115b. Evidence about Hadrian as soter and kristes: e.g., Marcel Le Glay, 
“Hadrien et l'Asklepieion,” 350 n.11; SEG 43, 728 (Tralles). 

28. Halfmann, Ztinera, 199-203; I..Smyrna 927.33—37 (soon after A.D. 124); Philostr. VS, 
p. 227, with Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 44-45, 120-123. Such inscriptions and coins: 7.Smyrna 
623 (dated to after A.D. 128), 668 (2nd half of 2nd cent. A.D.?) with Robert, Etudes anatoliennes, 
123-124; Head, Historia Numorum, 594; Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 257. Polemo: Anthony R. Birley, 
Hadrian: The Restless Emperor (London and New York: Routledge, 1997), 159-161; Ewyn Bowie, 
“Polemon [6],” in NPau/y ro (2001), 9-10 (with bibliography). 

29. Robert, Martyre de Pionios, 4-5; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 201. 

30. I.Smyrna 665.2—4 (A.D. 2142152); see also 640.3—10 (honorific decree for Aurelia Fausta, 
after c. A.D. 214-215); Head, Historia Numorum, 593. Smyrna's titles on coins and medallions: Klose, 
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tiful of all Asian cities in the early Empire. "The assumption of the new title 
was likely based upon an extensive building program, which was the result of 
the immense prosperity of the city in the second century and was financed by 
private benefactions.5! Only several decades earlier, the terrible earthquake of 
178, followed by a tremendous fire, had destroyed a large part of Smyrna. 
Although Marcus Aurelius, who had visited Smyrna during his journey in Asia 
Minor in 176, helped the city by lifting its taxes to Rome for several years, it 
was largely local monies that enabled Smyrna to claim to be the most beautiful 
city în Asia early în the third century.*? The new title of Smyrna thus reflected 
the creation of a rich and powerful city €lite in the first two centuries of the 
Christian era, whose members were competing for prestige and influence by 
offering money and services to their city. Smyrna adopted this title after its 
third neokoria, granted to it by Caracalla, probably during his journey through 
Asia Minor in 214-215, when he also granted neokoriai to 'Tralles, Laodicea, 
and several other Asian cities.% As if by a caprice of good fortune, Smyrna 
received neokoriai about every one hundred years. 

“The earliest evidence for the legislative activity of the people of Smyrna 
comes from the inscription containing the treaty of sympolity between Smyrna 
and Magnesia by the Sipylus in the mid-third century B.C., which is also the 
most informative surviving text about the administration of pre-Roman Smyrna. 
It shows that the people of Smyrna had control over foreign policy and the fi- 
nances of the city.5*"T'wo later inscriptions also speak of the legislative supremacy 
of the people. One of them deals with the peoples decision based on a motion of 
the generals. "Fhe other, a fragmented inscription, probably referred to the de- 
crees (psephismata) adopted by the people on the motion of the city council.55 
No psephisma adopted only by the people of Smyrna is known from the Roman 





Miinzprăgung, 40-43. Titles of Asian cities: Magie, Roman Rule, 636-637; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 
261-263; cf. Robert, OMS, 6:211-—249, for Bithynian cities. 

31. Strabo 14.1.37, p. C 646. For the extent of building activity in Smyrna: Dio Or. 40.11, 
who put it before any other city in the Greek east, including Ephesus, 'Tarsus, and Antioch. For 
his praise of Smyrna's edifices, see esp. Or. 38.47. Cf. lists of the most prominent buildings in Smyrna 
and their description in L. Birchner, “Smyrna,” in RE 2.3 (1927), 753-758; Cadoux, Ancient 
Smyrna, 171-182. 

32. Aristid. Or. 18.2-—3, 19.2—3, 21.14; Magie, Roman Rule, 666-667; Bowersock, Greek Soph- 
îsts, 45—46. 

33. Caracalla's journey: Ann Johnston, “Caracalla's Path: The Numismatic Evidence,” Historia 
32 (1983): 75 (n.8); Halfmann, Jtinera, 228-229; Martyrium Pionii 3.1 with Robert, Martyre de 
Pionios, 52-53. Cf. Birchner, “Smyrna,” 764: in the reign of Septimius Severus. Neokoria of other 
cities: Magie, Roman Rule, 1497 n.21, 1553 n.43; Robert, OMS, 5:397; Jens Bartels and Georg Petzl, 
“Caracallas Brief zur Neokorie des Iydischen Philadelphia—eine Revision,” FA 32 (2000): 183— 
189 (Philadelphia). 

34. I.Smyrna 573 (> 1.Magnesia am Sipylos 1 = Staatsvertrăge Il 492).23, 96, 98-99 and 2, 
82, 106 (c.245—243 B.C.?). For the legislative activity of the people, see II. 29, 65, 89, 107. 

35. I.Smyrna 581.2-3, 587.5—7 (c.2nd cent. B.C.2); cf. 884 (early 2nd cent. A.D.?). 
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period: whenever they have designations, decrees of Smyrna were issued either 
by “the council and the people” or, in the third century, by the council alone.%6 
“The scarcity of constitutional evidence from imperial Smyrna is demonstrated 
by the fact that the only reference to Jogma, legislation passed in the traditional 
manner (i.e. by the council and the people), is a restoration.* 

At least till the late second century the people of Smyrna continued to 
demonstrate its political importance, however superficial it might have been, 
by electing city officials, seemingly in the same fashion as in the Hellenistic 
period, as well as by paying honors to city residents and Roman proconsuls.58 
Although the council alone could adopt decrees in the Roman period, this does 
not by itself testify to its political leadership in the city. Various other social 
organizations, including those of the mystai and technitai, could issue decrees 
of their own as well.% But no decrees have survived that were adopted solely 
by the people of Smyrna, and those of the council and people disappeared by 
the early third century, together with inscriptions referring to honors paid 
jointly by the people and the council and referring to the secretary “of the 
council and the people.” 'Therefore, decrees of the council alone were prob- 
ably reflective of its rising influence in the city in the late second and third 
centuries.* "Two such decrees paid honors to individuals who had been dis- 
tinguished by the Roman senate, in what looks like a display of the increasing 
importance of a city nobility forming part of a provincial clite and, by exten- 
sion, of the imperial upper class.*! At that very time, starting în the reign of 
Marcus Aurelius (161-180), Smyrnaean coins referring to the concord of the 
council and the people became noticeably more abundant.Y 


36. ““The council and the people”: 7.Smyrna 642.3—4 (reign of Trajan?), 712.13—14 (1st-2nd 
cent. A.D.); cf. 047.4 with David M. Lewis, “Inscriptions from Smyrna,” CR 39 (1989): 351, who 
rejected the nowhere directly attested [rară 56ypua] (late 2nd cent. A.D.), 598.24-25 (A.D. 150). 
“The council alone: /.Smyrna 640.2 (after c. A.D. 214-215), 646.7 (after c. A.D. 214-215), 713.2-8 
(c. A.D. 225), 715.-3—5 (c.3rd cent. A.D.?). 

37. Î.Smyrna 647 (late 2nd cent. A.D.). 

38. Election of city officials: I.Smyrna 647.6-—7 (late 2nd cent. A.D.), 771.16-—19 (c. A.D. 125); 
cf. 1.Smyrna 587.9: [5olbvai Thv Svaxeiporovliav . . .] (3rd-2nd cent. B.C.) with the restoration 
of Daniel ]. Geagan, review of G. Petzl, Die Inschrifien von Smyrna, 'Leil IL, 2 (Bonn: Dr. R. Habelt, 
1990), Gnomon 64 (1992): 454: Thv SvaxevpoTrovinrhv apxnv]. Honors: /.Smyrna 632 (A.D. 41 
42), 634 (late 1st-2nd cent. A.D.), 635 (c. A.D. 2405), 644 (reign of Hadrian or later). 

39. Î.Smyrna 598.21 (A.D. 150), 726.2 (imperial period?). 

40. Honors paid jointly by the people and the council: e.g., 7.Smyrna 642.3—4 (reign of 
Trajan?), 644.1 (reign of Hadrian or later), 653.1 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.). 

41. I.Smyrna 640.2 (honorific decree for Aurelia Fausta, after c. A.D. 214-215), 646.7 with 
Lewis, “Inscriptions from Smyrna,” 351: lnbioa]uevns râs Boviis [kai rod 5nulov (honor- 
ific decree for Flavius Fla-, after c. A.D. 214-215). 

42. Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 275. See BMC Ionia, 255, no. 162; 262, no. 224; 266, no. 246; 
Klose, Miinzprăgung, 47. Klose dated their appearance in Smyrna to the reign of Marcus Aurelius; 
Klose, “Miinzprăgung und stădtische Identităt,” 60. 
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Numerous honorific inscriptions and public funerary dedications, often 
to women, from the third to the first centuries B.C. further demonstrate the 
political power of the people.* One of them refers to a person named Demos 
in the mid-third century, a likely reflection of the people having finally at- 
tained sovereignty. Similar texts from other Asian cities, such as Pergamum, 
have been dated to the same time. All of them are very short, usually consist- 
ing only of reference to the people and the name of the honorand. Several such 
inscriptions have been dated more precisely to the second century.*Y It is in 
the second century that a new type of these inscriptions appeared, which pro- 
vided more information, sometimes in poetic form, about the origin and kin- 
dred of the honorand and about his or her merits and benefactions to the city. 
“Their texts were usually set in /abulae ansatae. "This type of inscription sur- 
vived into the imperial period. However, so did simple dedications în the 
name of the people and, as a result, the two types coexisted for some time; they 
both disappeared after the mid-first century A.D.Y The emergence of the new 
type of honorific-funerary inscriptions may have reflected the rising promi- 
nence of notable families in Smyrna from the second century B.C. 

“The city council of Smyrna took part in adopting decrees together with the 
people in the Hellenistic period. Surviving pre-Roman texts concerning the 
legislation of the city do not refer to the secretaries in Smyrna. But they mention 
the grammatophylax of the council and people, who should have had some 
secretarial functions in addition to his duty of keeping city records, as revealed 
by his name, and whose office survived into the Roman period.* The exezastai, 
officials listed alongside the grammatophylax in one inscription, are not docu- 
mented under the Romans.* In Roman times, secretaries appeared alongside the 
grammatophylax, which probably resulted from a change in the functions of the 
latter because he no longer bore the title “of the council and the people” or any 
other title whatsoever. Secretaries in Roman Smyrna were also employed by 


43. .Smyrna 687.16 (c. mid-3rd cent. B.C.); cf. AM 33 (1908), 406-412, nos. 35-47 
(Pergamum, late 2nd-1st cent. B.C.). Women in /.Smyrna 6, 11, 15.2, 17.2, 23, 31, 32, 38, 39, 44 
48a, 52, 62, 65, 75, 70a, 80, 87, 88b, 89, 93, 04, 95, 97, 101, 102, rob, 108, 116b, 116c. 

44. I.Smyrna 5, 8, 10, 20, 53, 61, 81, 107, 113, 888; SEG 35, 1147 (€.150-125 B.C.). 

45. I.Smyrna 1 (late Hellenistic period), 236a (3rd-1st cent. B.C.), 515 (2nd cent. B.C.), 516 
(2nd-1st cent. B.C.), 521 (2nd-1st cent. B.C.), 522b (late 2nd-1st cent. B.C.), 534 (2nd-1st cent. B.C.), 
891 (late Hellenistic period?). The last inscription mentions the gerousia and the ephebes; the car- 
liest datable reference to the gerousia in Smyrna is I.Smyrna 534 (2nd-1st cent. B.C.); see also 
1.Smyrna 614 (A.D. 18). 

46. Survival of the old type: 7.Smyrna 51 (ast cent. B.C.), 73 (C.100 B.C.), 74 (2nd-1st cent. 
B.C.2), 106 (c.1oo B.C.), 238a (2nd-1st cent. B.C.), 618 (A.D. 4-14), 891 (late Hellenistic period?). 

47. E.g., Î.Smyrna 574 (246-245 B.C.). 

48. I.Smyrna 573 (> 1.Magnesia am Sipylos 1 = Staatsvertrăge Il 492).51, 85—86 (c.245—243 
B.C.?); 641 (late 1st—early 2nd cent. A.D.?), 044 (reign of Hadrian or later). 

49. Î.Smyrna 573 (> Î. Magnesia am Sipylos 1 = Staatsvertrăge INI 492).48, 52 (€.245—243 B.C.2). 
Lines 46, 47, 49 refer to secretaries in Magnesia. 
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various social organizations and during festivals. Those whose activity was rele- 
vant to the city as a whole bore the titles “of the people” or “of the council and 
the people,” thus providing further evidence that the political significance of 
the people of Smyrna lasted, if nominally, at least till the end of the second century. 

“The epimenioi of the councul were probably responsible for treating foreign 
ambassadors in the prytaneson, in a similar fashion as in many other cities in the 
Hellenistic period. An inscription from the mid-third century mentions a per- 
son with the name Prytanios, attesting to the sovereignty that the people of 
Smyrna had attained by that time.”! However, inscriptions from Smyrna refer 
to the prytaners only in Roman times, whereas the earliest numismatic evidence 
for them are the coins minted in Smyrna during the rule of Mithridates.*2 The 
only document that could have confirmed the prytane:s right to make legisla- 
tive proposals is a restored inscription from early provincial times. This restora- 
tion could also have been the only direct inscriptional reference to the pryranes 
as a college, which is indirectly confirmed by two other texts that mention two 
prytaneis side by side. Smyrna's inscriptions from the second century A.D. refer 
to those who were pryraneis and councilors in a way that describes these posi- 
tions as displays of social status rather than merely administrative offices. It is 
also in the second century that Smyrna produced the only known reference from 
that city to the head of the city council (bou/archos), a reflection of social changes 
taking place în the city at that time. Inscriptions from the third century also 
speak of the Smyrnaean boule as “most excellent” (Pratiste).5* This title, clearly 
conferred on the council of Smyrna by the Romans, hardly gave any new powers 
to it. But the emergence of this title further marked the growing separation 
between the councilors and members of their families on the one hand, and 


50. Î.Smyrna 678 (c.1st-2nd cent. A.D.), 771 (€. A.D. 125), 772 (late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D. 
or late 2nd cent. A.D.) and 773 (A.D. 131-138). Secretaries of social organizations: J..Smyrna 296.2— 
3 (the Jewish community in Smyrna), Robert, Martyre de Pionios, 81-83), 644.13 (reign of Hadrian 
or later), 768 (c.2nd cent. A.D.). Î.Smyrna 774 (imperial period), 779 (2nd-1st cent. B.C.), and 882 
(imperial period) do not provide any definitions for the secretaries mentioned in them. 

51. Î.Smyrna 573 (> 1. Magnesia am Sipylos 1 = Staatsvertrăge II 492).30—31 (€.245—243 B.C.?). 
Cf. similar evidence from other places in the Hellenistic period: /.Magnesia 11.17—18 (3rd cent. 
B.C.);, 1. Tralleis | 25.6-7 (3rd cent. B.C.); 1. Erythrai 122.46-48 (Mytilene, early 2nd cent. B.C.); 
1.Didyma 479.38-39 (300-299 B.C.), Milet | 3, 141 (= Î.Kios 'T 3).53—54 (€.230 B.C.), 1432.43 (212— 
211 B.C.), 144 > Staatsvertrăge III 538 (210s B.C.2), 146a (> Staatsvertrăge III 539).55 (215-214 B.C.); 
Burchner, “Smyrna,” 763. Prytanios: 7.Smyrna 687 (c. mid-3rd cent. B.C.). 

52. See Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 156 (0.4), 192. 

53. Legislative proposal: 7.Smyrna 585.1—2 (2nd-1st cent. B.C.). Two prytaneis side by side: 
1.Smyrna 697.14, 16 (soon after A.D. 124), 699.78 (Roman period). The social distinction: /..Smyrna 
244 (imperial period), 245 (Smyrna? 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 595 (c. A.D. 200). Boularchos: 1.Smyrna 
644.8 (reign of Hadrian or later). 

54. Î.Smyrna 640 (after c. A.D. 214-215), 713 (€. A.D. 225), 717 (imperial period). Inscription 
717 is very fragmented and has received a very broad dating. But since the other two, both contain- 
ing the psephismata of the boule, belong to the third century, this dating can be suggested for 717 as 
well. 
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the rest of the city population on the other. In one such inscription, the hon- 
ors conferred by the “most excellent council” on the high priestess Aurelia 
Fausta are made public by Pomponia Claudia Fausta Luperciana, who is re- 
ferred to as “most excellent” as well.* "The two women were probably rela- 
tives. "he “most excellent” boule was made up of the people from the “most 
excellent” families of the city: the title reflected the elevated social status. 

“The office of the stephanephoros, the eponymous official of Smyrna already 
in the mid-third century B.C., also survived into Roman times, when the holder 
of this position dated a whole range of documents and activities, such as lists of 
officials, deposition of documents in the city's archive, and funerary inscrip- 
tions.%6 As a /eitourgia, the stephanephoria could be held more than once as well 
as with the similarly prestigious and financially burdensome offices of the 
neokoros and the hoplite general, and was open to women." One of the female 
stephanephoroi, Cosconia Myrton, also performed the eponymous prytaneia in 
Colophon. If she was by origin from that city, the stephanephoria in Smyrna was 
accessible not only to women but to foreigners as well.5% It is hardly possible to 
accept the theory about the city treasurer as “a second eponym at Smyrna in the 
Roman imperial period alongside the stephanephoros,” because this theory has 
been based on the evidence for two treasurers of the synodos of the Dionysiac 
mystai. Smyrnaean inscriptions also refer to the treasurers of various other so- 
cial organizations.* "The increasing sophistication of social and administrative 
life led to the emergence of the “treasurer of the city” by the end of the first 
century A.D.6 "The treasurers were only used to date financial transactions and 
other occurrences but never, it seems, the activities of other officials.6! 


55. I.Smyrna 640 (honorific decree for Aurelia Fausta, after c. A.D. 214-215). 

56. Philostr. VS, p. 613; Klose, Miinzprăgung, 74. Cf. 1.Smyrna 573 (> ÎI. Magnesia am Sipylos 
1 = Staatsvertrăge III 492).34 (c.245—243 B.C.2). See Robert K. Sherk, “The Eponymous Officials 
of Greek Cities, III: The Register,” ZPE 92 (1992): 247; Robert, Martyre de Pionios, 67. His epony- 
mous functions: 7..Smyrna 779 (2nd-1st cent. B.C.); 203, 387 (imperial period); 201 (A.D. 151-168). 

57. 1.Smyrna 639 (late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D.), 771 (c. A.D. 125). The iteration: 7.Smyrna 
203 (imperial period), 697 (soon after A.D. 124), 775 (Cc. late 1st cent. A.D.). 

58. I.Smyrna 203, 777 (imperial period); see 731 (A.D. 8 for Il.1-20, and A.D. 83 for 1l.21-27) 
with Petzl's commentary ad hoc; 775: for the third time (c. A.D. 118). 

59. Sherk, “Eponymous Officials of Greek Cities, III,” 247; 7..Smyrna 639 (late 1st—early 2nd 
cent. A.D.), 622 (A.D. 129-132), 653, 714 (late 2nd cent. A.D.), 715 (c.3rd cent. A.D.2). His other ref- 
erences deal indiscriminately with the treasurers operating on different administrative levels in- 
side Smyrna, i.€., either those in various social organizations or city officials who formed a college 
around the “first treasurer” starting in the second century; .Smyrna 771.16—17 (C. A.D. 125), 772.7 
8 (late 1st-—early 2nd cent. A.D. or late 2nd cent. A.D.). See Sherk, “Eponymous Officials of Greek 
Cities, III,” 247, with reference to /..Smyrna 600, 639, 713, 714-715, 722, 737. 

60. 1.Smyrna 641 (late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D.2), 682a (early 2nd cent. A.D.). 

Gr. 1.Smyrna 600 (A.D. 158), 653 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.), 639 (late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D.), 713 
(c. A.D. 225), 714 (late 2nd cent. A.D.), 715 (c.3rd cent. A.D.2), 722 (2nd cent. A.D.?), 737 (late 2nd- 
early 3rd cent. A.D.). For the eponymous functions of Smyrnaean city treasurers, see G. Petzl's 
commentary ad /.Smyrna 713-8 (c. A.D. 225). 
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In a similar fashion, although several inscriptions in Smyrna were dated 
by reference to the general's office, the general did not necessarily replace the 
stephanephoros as the eponymous official of that city.6? Some inscriptions were 
dated by referring to both the stephanephoros and the general. "The choice of 
eponyms depended on the administrative levels to which the document was rele- 
vant. However, our last datable evidence for the stephanephoros in Smyrna be- 
longs to the late second century, whereas literary texts, coins, and probably 
inscriptions (though the dating of the latter is wide and can be debated) reveal 
the activity of the general in Smyrna till at least the reign of Gallienus.0* Since 
the Smyrnaecan coins refer only to generals from the reign of Antoninus Pius and 
it was the general who presided over the people's assembly in the mid-third 
century, it looks as if the general's office might indeed have taken over the epony- 
mous function of the stephanephoros at the end of the second century.65 But it 
would be rash to affirm this takeover without better evidence than we have. 

Another important city office, that of the agoranomos, is known in Smyrna 
mostly from inscriptions on weights that were used in the market. Some of them 
remain undated, but the carliest datable ones belong to the late second or the 
first century B.C.5 The social prestige of this office was supported by its honor- 
ary designations, which were usually applied to /ertourgiai. As a /eitourgia, the 
office of'the agoranomos could be held more than once.“ "The holders of this office 
also occupied various other elevated posts such as that of the hoplite general.68 
Although the /ypagoranomos was already documented at the beginning of the 
provincial period, the “first agoranomos” appears in inscriptions from Smyrna 
only in the late first or early second century.5 While the /ypagoranomos was 
merely a technical officer, the position of the “first agoranomos” reflected a 
socially prestigious status and probably came about as a result of the growing 
social and political influence of the city lite. 

“The agonothetai became documented in Smyrna only in the first century 
A.D. Some of them were responsible for festivals of the myszai, while others 


62. 1.Smyrna 721 and 752 (Roman period), 761 (1st cent. A.D.?), 778 (c. A.D. 121-138). See 
Robert, Martyre de Pionios, 67. 

63. I.Smyrna 771 (€. A.D. 125); 775 (€. A.D. 118) with Klose, Miinzprăgung, 65; 777 (imperial 
period); 778 (c. A.D. 121-138). 

64. 1.Smyrna 772 (late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D. or late 2nd cent. A.D.). See below. 

65. Klose, Miinzprăgung, 65; Martyrium Pionii 7. 

66. 1.Smyrna 781-783» 796.G1+ with the editor's commentary ad /..Smyrna 779. See 779 (2nd-— 
1st cent. B.C.), 798 (81-26 B.C.), 798a (1st cent. B.C.). 

67. "Twice: 1.Smyrna 779 (2nd-1st cent. B.C.), 781 and 786 (Roman period). Three times: 780 
(late Hellenistic or early imperial period?). Petzl (ad I. Smyrna 779), however, suggested that the 
numbers accompanying the office of the agoranomos in inscriptions from Smyrna indicate that sev- 
eral people occupied this office at the same time. 

68. 1.Smyrna 425 (imperial period). M. Aur. Perperes: 7.Smyrna 644 (reign of Hadrian or 
later) with 789 (A.D. 121-c€.300); Claudius Pauleinos: /.Smyrna 794 (A.D. 81-96) with 634. 

69. I.Smyrna 779 (2nd-ast cent. B.C.), 641 (late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D.2). 
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operated on the provincial level.” Farly in the second century the agonothetes 
of'the Nemesea emerged for the first time.”! The earliest known image of (one) 
Nemesis in Smyrna is unlikely to be anterior to the second century B.C., and 
epigraphical evidence for this cult does not antedate the late first century A.D. 
at the earliest.7? "The prominence of the cult of Nemeseis in imperial Smyrna 
derived from its association with the veneration of the emperor, as demon- 
strated by the third neokoria granted to Smyrna by Caracalla in 214-—215.7 After 
Pionios refused to sacrifice, the neokoros Polemo asked him to “at least” go to 
the Nemeseion, obviously for the purpose of making Pionios venerate the em- 
peror, who had a joint cult with the two Nemeseis.'* It is possible that this asso- 
ciation had established itself prior to the third neokoria: the Smyrnaean coins 
with a winged Nemesis, an image that would become so prominent in later times, 
appeared in the reign of Tiberius, who gave Smyrna its first neoforia în 26.75 

“The time of the emergence of the legend of Alexander's dream in which 
the two Nemeseis exhorted him to refound the city of Smyrna is uncertain. 
Strabo, who died shortly after "Tiberius ascended the throne, does not refer to 
this scene in his story of the refoundation of Smyrna. Nor does Tacitus men- 
tion this dream when he describes the circumstances surrounding the grant- 
ing of the first neokoria to Smyrna and refers to various legends about the 
foundation of the city. But "Tacitus, who mentions the legend of the founda- 
tion of Smyrna by an Amazon, was recording the earlest period of Smyrna's 
history, which did not include what happened just several centuries ago, in 
the time of Alexander.'€ Since Pliny the Elder thought that it was Alexander 
who founded Smyrna anew, Pliny probably knew the story of Alexander”s 


70. Agonothetai of the mystai: 1..Smyrna 652 (ast cent. A.D.), 731 (A.D. 80-83), 874 (c.2nd cent. 
A.D.). Provincial agonothetai: 1.Smyrna 591 (reign of Nero), 635 (c. A.D. 2408). 

7I. I.Smyrna 650 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.?), 651: a restoration (2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.), 697 (soon after 
A.D. 124). 

72. Hornum, Nemesis, 12. See 1.Smyrna 628 (soon after A.D. 178), 641 (late 1st-early 2nd 
cent. A.D.?), 649 (c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.), 630 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.?), 697 (soon after A.D. 124), 725 
(A.D. 211-212), 740-742 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.?), 739 (imperial period). Therefore, it is hard to 
agree that this cult was particularly well documented in Smyrna in the 3rd and 2nd centuries B.C.; 
H. Herter, “Nemesis. V [Smyrna],” in RE 16 (1935), 2354, with reference to JGR IV 1403 = 
1.Smyrna 725 (A.D. 211-212) and 1431 = 1.Smyrna 697 (soon after A.D. 124). 

73. E.g., Robert, Martyre de Pionios, 53. 

74. Martyrium Pionii 7.2 with Robert, Martyre de Pionios, 65-66. 

75. BMC, Ionia, 249, no. 124; SNG Danish Museum, Ionia 1237-1241; see Hornum, Nem- 
esis, 12-13. Cf. such images on coins from the time of Hadrian in Metcalf, Cistophori of Hadrian, 
86, no. gr (cat. nos. 338-339). 

76. Birchner, “Smyrna,” 763; Lac. Ann. 4.56. The image of the Amazons also became promi- 
nent in the imperial period; see esp. Rudolf Naumann and Selahattin Kantar, “Die Agora von 
Smyrna,” in K/einasien und Byzanz: Gesammelte Aufsătze zur Altertumskunde und Kunstgeschichte 
(Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 1950), 105: a small fragment of what is thought to have been a relief with 
the Amazonomachia dated by them to the early third century A.D. Amazons on coins from Smyrna: 
Klose, Miinzprăgung, 27-28: 2nd-3rd cent. A.D. 
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dream. The earliest surviving coins of Smyrna bearing the image of the two 
Nemeseis date to the reign of Domitian. Philostratus and Dio Chrysostom retell 
the story that Trajan lavished numerous presents on Smyrna and also sent it 
“untold riches along with the images of Nemeseis.” Aristides and Pausanias 
certainly knew about Alexander's dream. Such information, therefore, comes 
only from later sources. "This does not disprove by itself that the cult of Nem- 
esis, or Nemeseis, already existed in Smyrna in pre-Roman times but demon- 
strates how it developed in the imperial period.” 

“The evidence of Pliny, who spoke of Alexander as the second Pristes of 
Smyrna (even though Pliny did not refer to the legend of Alexander's vision 
of two Nemeseis), and the coins of Smyrna that began to bear the image of 
two Nemeseis in the reign of Domitian might reflect a new development in 
Smyrna that emerged when her main rival, Ephesus, received its second 
neokoria from Domitian.75 This development probably helped Smyrna in so- 
liciting its own second neokoria from Hadrian early in the second century. "The 
two Nemeseis and the story of the dream of Alexander became very promi- 
nent following the second neokoria. A whole series of the cistophori with bare- 
headed Hadrian on one side and the two Nemeseis on the other emerged at 
that time. A cistophoros of Hadrian, the only surviving specimen, bears an 
image of the Nemeseion with the two Nemeseis inside. The earliest specimen 
of another famous type of Nemesis, the so-called Smyrna Nemesis type, also 
dates to the second century." Although the story of Alexander's dream of the 
two Nemeseis was known already in the reign of Domitian, it appeared on 
Smyrnaean coins only during the reign of Marcus Aurelius (139-161), who 
helped Smyrna after the earthquake. "Then we see it again under Gordian III 
(238-244), to whose reign neokoriai of several other Asian cities have been 
dated, and, by extension, it seems, in the reign of Philip I (244—249).% One 
such coin, which best reflects the peculiar blend of political and cultural 


77. Plin. NH 5.118: ab Amazone condita, restituta ab Alexandro. Coins: BMC, Ionia, 250, no. 
133; Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 221 n.5; Klose, Miinzprăgung, 29. See also Philostr. VS, p. 531; Dio 
Or. 40.14; Aristid. Or. 21.7; Paus. 7.5.1-3, 9.356. 

78. Cf. coins propagating the theme of /omonoia between Smyrna and Ephesus from the time 
of Domitian: Rossella Pera, Homonoia sulle monete da Augusto agli Antonini: Studio storico-tipologico 
(Genoa: Il Melangolo, 1984), 31-35, 150-152, who passed over in silence the connection between these 
coins and Domitian's grant of neokoria to Ephesus; pace Kampmann, Homonoia- Verbindungen, 25— 
28. 'The dating of such coins by the governors of Asia P. Calvisius Ruso (92-93) and L. Caesennius 
Paetus (93-94) suggests that Ephesus received neokoria from Domitian in the early gos. 

79. Metcalf, Cistophori of Hadrian, 33, no. 32 (cat. nos. 137-160), and 31, no. 28 (cat. 
no. 115), Hornum, Nemesis, 328-329. 

80. Head, Historia Numorum, 594; BMC, Ionia, 279, no. 346; Klose, Miinzprăgung, af. 
40, nos. R6-RI3. Cf. Paulina Karanastassi, “Nemesis in Griechenland und in den ostlichen 
Mittelmeergebieten,” in Lexicon Iconographicum Mythologiae Classicae (LIMC) 6.1 (Zurich: Artemis, 
1992), 739-740 (n.15). Gordian III: BMC, Ionia, 204-295, nos. 442-443; MacDonald, Catalogue of 
Greek Coins, 2:386, no. 252; Karanastassi, “Nemesis,” 739-740 (n.15). Philip I: BMC, Ionia, 296, 
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pretensions of Greek cities in the imperial period, is reproduced as the fron- 
tispiece of this book. 

“The image of Alexander's vision of two Nemeseis was promulgated by 
city coinage, with the obvious purpose of securing more favors for the city. 
It is tempting to think that Smyrna obtained its third neokorza as a result of 
Caracalla's obsession with Alexander: the city founded by the great king could 
expect favors from his powerful devotee.s! The association of the cult of Nem- 
esis with Victory and with sporting competitions, which were Caracalla's other 
passion, only facilitated his consent.% "The interplay of an old religious cult, 
new philosophy, and the deliberate city politics of Smyrna culminated in the 
appearance of the agonothetes of the Nemesea in the second century. The car- 
liest datable evidence for the gymnasiarchs in Smyrna also comes from the 
second century, though it is hardly possible to imagine that such an important 
institution did not exist in Smyrna prior to that time.8 "The fact that these 
offices were first documented only in the second century, therefore, reflected 
the increasing wealth and social distinctiveness of the city clite. 

The neokoriai of Smyrna also affected the development of the general's 
office. Smyrnaean coins of the preimperial period do not refer to the gener- 
als.5* But the earliest epigraphical evidence for them in Smyrna dates to the 
Hellenistic period and suggests that generals started as royal appointees.% This 
would be understandable for a city that was refounded by Antigonos after he 
had already accepted the royal title, and then again by Lysimachos, on the site 
of “Old Smyrna,” which Alyattes destroyed in 575. Lysimachos demonstrated 
his control over the new city by naming it after his daughter Euridice and prob- 
ably coining tetradrachms with her portrait there.5 The generals brought leg- 





no. 452 (pl. XXIX 16);.SNG von Aulock 2231; Klose, Miinzprăgung, Taf. 45, no. RI; A. Stewart, Faces 
of Power: Alexander's Images and Hellenistic Politics (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of Califor- 
nia Press, 1993), no. 109 (Istanbul). Interestingly, the Smyrnaean coinage referring to the concord 
(homonoia) of the council and the people, which is thought to have started under Marcus Aurelius, 
resurfaced again in the reign of Gordian III; Klose, “Miinzprăgung und Stădtische Identităt,” 60-61. 

81. Esp. D.C. 77.7-9; Hdn. 4.7.5-8.3, 4-8.8-9.5. 

82. Nemesis and Victory: BMC, Ionia, 252, no. 146; Klose, Miinzprăgung, 28-29; Hornum, 
Nemesis, 43—88. Nemesis and sporting competitions: Robert, G/adiateurs, 51 with 172, no. 167 
(= 1.Stratonikeia 1005, Hellenistic period?), 64 with 183-184, no. 180 (Halicarnassus), 86-87 
(Philippae in Macedonia), 170 (Aphrodisias), 182-183, 186-187 (Halicarnassus), 209, 306-307; 
Christopher P. Jones, “Imperial Letters to Ephesos,” EA 33 (2001): 47. 

83. 1.Smyrna 470 (imperial period), 644 (reign of Hadrian or later), 730 (2nd cent. A.D.). 

84. Minsterberg, Beamtennamen, 104-106. Probably on the basis of this evidence, Birchner, 
“Smyrna,” 763, concluded that these officials appeared only in “later times.” 

85. 1.Smyrna 573 (> 1.Magnesia am Sipylos 1 = Staatsvertrăge IL 492).9, 13, 19, 58, 88-89 
(c.245—243 B.C.?). 

86. E.g., Strabo 14.1.37, p. C646; Otto Morkholm, Far/y Hellenistic Coinage, 93. For the same 
story about Antigonos: Head, Historia Numorum, 592; Buirchner, “Smyrna,” 746. Alyattes's de- 
struction of Smyrna: Hdt. 1.16; Strabo 14.1.37, p. C 646. 
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islative proposals before the assembly, ensured the loyalty of the city to the 
king, controlled finances, and had their own seal, as the city as a whole did.S 
In the second century B.C., the generals commanded fortresses, similar to gen- 
erals in other parts of the Greek world at that time.5 Besides that, very little is 
known about them. Their number, method of appointment, term of office, and 
other details remain unclear, but they definitely had military responsibilities 
and were in charge of soldiers. In the provincial period, the generals contin- 
ued as a college to bring legislative proposals before the peoples assembly, and 
soon after the establishment of the empire, they became responsible for city 
coinage.% Their office was used to date inscriptions concerning various aspects 
ofcity administration, which also demonstrates that generals played an increas- 
ingly important r6le in the civil life of the community. 

“The coins of Smyrna that bear the title of general first appeared under 
Tiberius, probably in connection with the first neokoria of the city.% The first 
neokoria thus led, if not to the introduction ofa new type of general, then to a 
change in his responsibilities and a corresponding increase in his social pres- 
tige. It comes as no surprise, therefore, that already by the late first century 
A.D., the generalship had become a /ertourgia which could be performed suc- 
cessively by members of the same family, as, for example, father and son.”! "The 
hoplite general first emerged in Smyrnaean documents in the early second 
century. Although it remains unclear if the rise of the new office antedated or 
postdated the second neokoria, the two events were certainly interrelated. The 
hoplite general is known in Asia only from Smyrna.” Of all the inscriptions 
mentioning generals for the purpose of dating, only one gives the title of the 
hoplite general. But it is most likely that other such inscriptions also refer to 
the same type of general.% Coins bearing the legend “when he was the gen- 


87. 1.Smyrna 573 (> 1.Magnesia am Sipylos 1 = Staatsvertrăge UL 492).1, 13, 19, 58-59, 88 
(c.245—243 B.C.?). 

88. 1.Smyrna 609 (133—129 B.C.), 610 (c. early 2nd cent. B.C.); cf. Robert, OMS, 6:638—639. 
For the word chorion: ]. Robert and L. Robert, Amyzon, 1:198, 212 (reign of Antiochos III). 

89. Legislative proposals: .Smyrna 581.2, 46-47, 98-99 (c.2nd cent. B.C.?), 582.21—24 (late 
2nd-early st cent. B.C.). City coinage: Klose, Minzprăgung, 73-74, with the review of his book by 
Ann Johnston, “The Coinage of Smyrna,” 7RA 2 (1989): 325. 

go. Klose, Miinzprâgung, 20-21, 67. See Miinsterberg, Beamtennamen, 40-42, and Klose, 
Miinzprăgung, 74: the coins of Smyrna continued to mention generals till the reign of Gallienus 
(A.D. 260-268), i.e., after the events related in the “Martyrdom of Pionios” took place. 

91. E.g., 7.Smyrna 680.5-8 (A.D. 79-80). 

92. I.Smyrna 634.68 (late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D.), 641.4 (late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D.?), 
644.910 (reign of Hadrian or later), 645 (2nd or 3rd cent. A.D.), 721.4 and 770.2 (Roman period), 
771.3—4 (€. A.D. 125). Liebenam (Srădteverwaltung, 288) compared the hoplite general's position 
with that of the /oplophylax in other cities of Asia, while Chapot (Province, 242) spoke of the 
hoplophylax as the one who was subordinate to the hoplite general. See Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 
194: “General over the Weapons”; Magie, Roman Rule, 644: “whose duty may have been to supply 
the weapons needed to suppress the riots.” 

93. E.g., 1.Smyrna 721 dated to the “Roman period.” 
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eral” seemingly refer to the hoplite general, and it was this official who pre- 
sided over the people's assembly, probably a regular one, in the mid-third 
century.9* 

Judging by the Smyrnacan coinage, Sophists held the hoplite generalship 
from its inception. Because Hadrian apparently incorporated Sophists as a class 
in the group of privileged teachers,%5 any indication of a Sophist holding of- 
fice implied the voluntary nature of his benefaction to the city. One such Soph- 
ist, Claudius Rufinus, received special praise from the emperors Septimius 
Severus and Caracalla in their letter to Smyrna after he became a general, prob- 
ably the hoplite general. Literary texts similarly refer to Sophists occupying 
the generalship in Smyrna.% "The holding of this office by Sophists, which îs 
documented till the reign of Gordian, was not casual.” "The hoplite general is 
known in the preimperial period only in Athens and Delphi. The evidence from 
Delphi is considerably later than that from Athens, which suggests that Delphi 
borrowed this office from Athens. "The latter continued to employ hoplite 
generals in the imperial period.% From the reign of Hadrian, the office of the 
hoplite general in Athens came to be occupied by Sophists, such as P. Hordeonius 
Lollanus and C. Cassius Apollonios. "he status and responsibilities of this 
office in Athens, as we know from Philostratus's story about the Sophist 
Lolhanus and from other sources, and in Smyrna were remarkably similar, 
suggesting that the office of hoplite general was borrowed by Smyrna from its 
supposed mother-city, Athens.” 

“The hoplite generalship was one of the top offices in Smyrna, and it would 
be an exaggeration to follow Mommsen by labeling it an archaism.!% But what 
the great German scholar probably had in mind was the vision of the hoplite 
generalship in the imperial period as, first of all, an old and noble position al- 


94. Robert, Martyre de Pionios, 66-67; Klose, Miinzprâăgung, 65. Robert dated the appear- 
ance of these coins to the reign of Septimius Severus; Klose put it in the time of Antoninus Pius. 
"The presidency over the peoples assembly: Martyrium Pionii 7.1 with Robert, Martyre de Pionios, 
66-67. 

95. Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 32. Already Vespasian exempted doctors and “educators”: 
FIRA E 73 (AD. 74). 

96. I.Smyrna 602 (A.D. 198-209) with his coins in BMC, Ionia, 283, nos. 367-368, and Klose, 
Miinzprăgung, 74. See Philostr. VS, pp. 526-527, with Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 26-27. 

97. For such evidence, see Miinsterberg, Beamtennamen, 104-106. 

98. Arist. Ath.Pol. 61.1; Sarikakes, “Hoplite General,” 23-35; SEG 32, 169.4 (c.230 B.C.), 
218.7 (103-102 B.C.);, F.De/phes IL 5.12 (106 B.C.), 6.7 (97 B.C.), 24.0.3 (128 B.C.); Daniel ]. Geagan, 
““The Athenian Elite: Romanization, Resistance, and the Exercise of Power,” in Hoff and Rotroff, 
Romanization of Athens, 21-24, focusing mainly on the Augustan period. See /G II? 3620 (A.D. 161-— 
162). 

99. Philostr. VS, pp. 526, 6oo. See Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 18, 26; Jones, “Heracles at 
Smyrna,” 71-72; Sarikakes, “Hoplite General,” 17-21. For this theory: Jones, “Heracles at Smyrna.” 

100. "Theodore Mommsen, Râmische Geschichte, sth ed. (Berlin: Weidmann, 1885), 5:324 n.26; 
Jones, “Heracles at Smyrna,” 72—74. 
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most sanctified by its antiquity. It was administrative importance wrapped in 
the noblesse of ancient origin that made this office so longed for by the refined 
clite of Smyrna. Likewise, the post of the neokoros, a very influential position 
but established only after A.D. 26, gained prestige, first of all, due to its con- 
nection with the ancient cult of Nemesis in Smyrna and, later, through the 
theory about the refoundation of Smyrna by Alexander. This theory also ele- 
vated the prestige of the agonothetes of the Nemesea, whose introduction was 
related to the second neokoria. 

As part of this general development, Smyrna's connections with Ath- 
ens, the pan-Hellenic intellectual and cultural center, were reinforced in the 
second century. The festival of the Hadriana Olympia, established in the early 
second century in addition to the already existing Olympia in Smyrna, mir- 
rored a similar festival in Athens which ended its first pentaeteris in 131— 
132.101 "The elder Polemo of Smyrna spoke at the dedication of the great 
temple of Olympian Zeus in Athens in 129. The name of the six-year-old 
girl, Aelia Zmyrna, buried by her parents in Athens further linked this city 
and Smyrna in the reign of Hadrian. As the capital of the Second Sophistic, 
which attracted mature thinkers and aspiring youth from all over the Greek 
world, Smyrna wanted to be at least on a par with Athens.1%2 On the eve of 
its third neokoria, Smyrna revived the old claim of having been Homer's 
birthplace, in another reflection of this developing blend of intellectual and 
political pretensions, as demonstrated by Smyrnaean coins from the reign 
of Septimius Severus.105 

In addition to the hoplite general, whose responsibilities were more civil 
than military,1% inscriptions and literary texts from Roman Smyrna also refer 
to other military officials in that city, such as the generals epi tes esrenes, the 
eirenarchai, the hipparchoi, and the diogmitai.1% "The military organization of 


ror. Philostr. VS, p. 330; 1.Smyrna 659, 660, 661, 668 with Robert, Etudes anatoliennes, 432— 
433. Cadoux (Ancient Smyrna, 257) considered this festival as resulting from the second neokoria. 
Simone Follet, Ahenes au IF et au III siccle (Paris: Les belles lettres, 1976), 59. Daniel ]. Geagan, 
“Imperial Visits to Athens,” in V7// International Congress of Greek and Latin Epigraphy, Athens, 
3-9 October 1982, ed. C. Pelekides et al. (Athens: Hypourgeio Politismou kai Epistemon, 1984), 
77: the “first Olympiad” ended in A.D. 132-133 when Hadrian visited Athens for the third, and 
last, time. Cf., however, Halfmann, /rinera, 192—194, 203-204, 208-209, who put the second visit 
of Hadrian to Athens in 128-129 as well but dated last one to 131-132. 

102. Philostr. VS, p. 533; CIG 1 1003 = 1G II? 12628, already noted by Cadoux, Ancient 
Smyrna, 239 n.6. See Philostr. VS, pp. 518 and 613; Robert, Etudes anatoliennes, 147; Robert, 
Martyre de Pionios, 98. 

103. BMC, Ionia, 262, no. 225; Klose, Miinzpriăgung, 35. See also Strabo 12.3.27, p. C 554, 
and 14.1.37, p. C 646. 

104. Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 194; Jones, “Heracles at Smyrna,” 71. 

105. 1.Smyrna 772.8: lorparn?lyo. eri Tis eipnwns (late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D. or late 
2nd cent. A.D.); see also /.Smyrna 425 and 469 (imperial period); Martyrium S. Polycarpi 6.2; Magie, 
Roman Rule, 644, 1510 n.39. Hipparchoi: I.Smyrna 641 (late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D.?), 644 (reign 


263 


CITIES OF THE PROVINCE OF ASIA 


Smyrna experienced a certain evolution in the imperial period. Depending 
on the dating of inscriptions, the old generals eps tes errenes in Smyrna may 
have been replaced by the ezrenarchai in the second century. The “Martyr- 
dom” of Saint Polycarp, who probably was active in Smyrna in the earlier 
half of the second century, tells us only of the erenarches being in charge of 
the Jrogmitai. Although the evidence for the esrenarches and the generals 
does not seem to go beyond the second century, there are no grounds for as- 
suming that one office was connected with the other.1% From the second cen- 
tury, documents from Smyrna start referring to the office of the /ipparchos. 
This was an Athenian magistrate in the classical and Hellenistic periods. It 
is the /ipparchos who commands the fiogmitai in the “Martyrdom of Pionios” 
which describes Smyrna of the mid-third century. Because his office ap- 
peared in Smyrna only in the second century and was from the start a highly 
prestigious position, one can suspect that, like the office of hoplite general, 
that of the /ipparchos was borrowed by Smyrna from Athens, its supposed 
mother-city.!% "The esrenarches and the hipparchos are never mentioned to- 
gether in inscriptions from Smyrna. The latter, therefore, may have replaced 
the former during the second century, in another display of the marked at- 
tention paid to traditional Hellenic forms of administration in the imperial 
period. 

“The new offices fulfilled the ambitions of Sophists and their families. "The 
neokoros Polemo came from the family of the most famous Sophist of Smyrna 
in the time ofits second neokoria.!% Rufinus, one of the best rhetors, or Soph- 
ists, of mid-third century Smyrna, was probably the same general Rufinus 
whose name survives on Smyrnacan coins from the time of Gordian. His fa- 
ther, the Sophist Claudius Rufinus, was commended by Septimius Severus 
and Caracalla for assuming the generalship in spite of not being obliged to 
perform /eitourgiai.1% It was the Sophists who contested the claim of the Chris- 
tians for spiritual leadership, as did Polemo and Rufinus in the “Martyrdom” 
of Pionios.!19 "They not only defended the security of the Roman Empire but 





of Hadrian or later), 7g1 (late 2nd-qth cent. A.D.); Martyrium Pionii 15.1, 4, 6, 7: a hipparchos to- 
gether with the Jiogmitai. For the latter: Martyrium Pionii 15.1, 4, 6, 7. They have not been docu- 
mented in epigraphical sources from Smyrna. 

106. So Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 199, who thought of the eirenarches as possibly one of the 
generals. 

107. See Robert, Martyre de Pionios, 91. 

108. Martyrium Pionii 3.1-2 with Robert, Martyre de Pionios, 52-53. The elder Polemo: 
Philostr. VS, pp. 530-544; Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 254-260; Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 
44-45. 

109. Martyrium Pionii 17.1 with Robert, Martyre de Pionios, 96-97. Coins: Klose, Miinzprăgung, 
74 (A.D. 241-243). For his father: 7..Smyrna 602 (A.D. 198-209). 

110. E.g., Martyrium Pionii 17 with Robert, Martyre de Pionios, 6, 96-99. It was the neokoros 
Polemo and “his men” who arrested Pionios: Martyrium Pionii 3. 
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also safeguarded the inherited order in the city, where intellectual superiority 
belonged to those who controlled social and administrative life.!!! 


Ephesus 


“The history of Ephesus resembles that of Smyrna, its main rival in wealth, 
splendor, and intellectual eminence during the imperial period, in more than 
one way.I!? Having been similarly refounded by Lysimachos, Ephesus was also 
named after a member of this king's family, his wife Arsinoe, and likewise re- 
gained its earlier name after Lysimachos's downfall. 15 

Ephesus was the most important city of the province of Asia from the first 
century B.C., and for this reason the first Roman emperor chose it as the place of 
the sacred precinct of the Goddess Rome and lulius Caesar in Asia.1!* An in- 
scription from the first half of 5 B.c. that refers to the grant of inviolability to 
the temple of Artemis also speaks of the Augusteum, probably one of two in 
Ephesus.115 A letter of Publius Petronius, proconsul of Asia in 30-31, mentions 
a priest of Tiberius, Julia (this is how Livia, mother of Tiberius, was designated, 
thus establishing Tiberius's connection with the previous ruler), and the senate, 
whose office has been associated by some with the gerousia of Ephesus. How- 
ever, two surviving lists of contributors from the reign of Tiberius suggest that 
this post had nothing to do with the gerousia and that we probably should read 
“a high priest” instead of merely “a priest” in Petronius's letter.!1€ These docu- 
ments seem to have referred to the provincial cult of Tiberius, which had been 
established quite recently, în 26, with the temple in Smyrna.!!? A coin from 
Smyrna, dated by the same Petronius, bears on the reverse the inscription 
“Sebastos "Tiberius, when Petronius (was proconsul)” together with an image of 


rr. Cf. Plut. Praec.ger.reip. 1, 798bc: education and good family directed Menemachus of 
Sardis, the dedicatee of the Precepts on Statecrafi, to politics. 

112. For this rivalry, see Dio Or. 34.48; Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 45-47, 90-91. 

113. Strabo 14.1.21, p. C 640; Magie, Roman Rule, 76, 888 n.90, 291 n.13: 204 B.C. 

114. D.C. 51.20.6; Ulpian Dig. 1.160.4.5. For the Republican period: Rigsby, “Provincia Asia,” 
137-141; Haensch, Capita Provinciarum, 312-313; Christopher P. Jones, “Diodoros Pasparos Re- 
visited,” Chiron 30 (2000): 13-14. 

115. Î.Ephesos V 1522; Engelmann, “Zum Kaiserkult,” 280-282; Halfmann, Srădtebhau und 
Bauherren, 25. C£. Magie, Roman Rule, 1432, who distinguished between the Ephesian Augusteum 
and the temple of the Augusti at Ephesus; and Price, Ritua/s and Power, 258, who thought that this 
was the same “temple (n40s).” 

116. For restoring the “high priest” in this place, see Scherrer, “Anmerkungen,” 97. 

117. Dieter Knibbe, “Neue Inschriften aus Ephesos: XII,” 7OAI 62 (1993): 117, no. 9 
(= SEG 43, 766).21-22: to Tiberius, Iulia Augusta, and the senate (A.D. 30-31) with the editors” 
commentary ad hoc; cf. Tac. Ann. 4.15: Tiberio matrique eius ac senatui. "The lists of contributors 
that mention the high priest of Tiberius: SEG 37, 883.4; 39, 1176H.5 (both from the reign of 
Tiberius). Provincial cult: Tac. Ann. 4.55—56; cf. 4.37; Burrell, Neokoroi, 39. For the veneration of 
Tiberius at Ephesus: Scherrer, “Anmerkungen,” 97-98. 


265 


CITIES OF THE PROVINCE OF ASIA 


the temple containing the statue of Tiberius, whereas an inscription from Sardis 
honors the wife of one of the high priests in Smyrna.115 

Evidence from Ephesus also demonstrates the influence of the imperial 
cult, including the neokoriai, on the development of city administration and 
social life. "The word neokoros first appeared on an Ephesian coin during the 
proconsulate of M.” Acilius Aviola in 65-66. It has been interpreted as refer- 
ring to either the neokoria of Claudius or, after Josef Keil, the neokoria of 
Artemis, in which case it did not yet form part of Ephesus's official title.!!? 
When Ephesus received its first imperial neokoria from Domitian, several 
Ephesian coins bore the legend “twice neokoros.”12 However, no reference is 
ever made to this earlier “neokoria” again, which casts doubts on whether this 
was the imperial neokoria of Claudius. When Caracalla granted the neokoria of 
Artemis to Ephesus, the inscriptions and coins of this city spoke of it as the 
only Ephesian neokoria of Artemis, and therefore it is also doubtful that the 
neokoria of the first century was that of Artemis. Reference to Ephesus as 
the neokoros of Artemis in the biblical book of Acts, which is dated broadly to 
the late first or the early second century, reflects the time when the word 
neokoros had already become quite widespread. This text uses the word neo- 
koros with a very general and not technical meaning: for the Christians, Ephesus 
was first of all the place of worship of Artemis. Soon after Constantine con- 
verted the Roman Empire to Christianity, they erased her name from Ephesian 
inscriptions, leaving those of the Roman emperors undamaged.!?! 

“Therefore, the word neokoros on the coin of 65-66 probably referred to 
the consecration of Livia Augusta in the reign of her grandson, Emperor 
Claudius, as alluded to in the famous edict of Paullus Fabius Persicus. A frag- 
mented inscription from a little earlier honors a relative of Claudius and men- 
tions that the secretary of the Ephesian people was also the zgonothetes of the 
Augustan Games. Another Asian city, Assus, venerated the deceased Livia as 


118. BMC. Ionia, 268, no. 266; SNG von Aulock 7993; Sardis VIL.1, no. 44 (A.D. 26-c.130). 

119. Wilhelm Biichner, “De neocoria” (diss., Giessen: ]. Ricker, 1887), 23-24; Joseph Keil, 
“Die erste Kaiserneokorie von Ephesos,” Numismatische Zeitschrift 12 (1919): 115-120; Magie, 
Roman Rule, 1432 (n.18)-1434; Knibbe, “Ephesos,” 272-273; Friesen, Twice Neokoros, 53; Friesen, 
“Cult of Roman Emperors in Ephesos,” 231; Burrell, Neokoroi, 60 who, however, still upheld the 
view that the coins from the time of Aviola referred to the imperial neokoria, which she tentatively 
identified (pp. 61-62) with that of Nero. According to her (pp. 62, 63), his temple was “decreed” 
in the 6os but “completed” only in the time of Domitian, whereas she also spoke (p. 61) about the 
“rededication” of this temple under “ Vespasian or later.” See Magic, Roman Rule, 1432-1433. The 
neokoria of Claudius: Keil, “Die erste Kaiserneokorie,” 

120. I.Ephesos Il 232-235, 237-242, V 1498, VI 2034, 2048. See Halfmann, Stâdtebau und 
Bauherren, 40-42, for the temple. 

121. Acts 19.35. Inscriptions with the erased name of Artemis: /. Ephesos ÎI 422 (A.D. 114-115), 
508 (A.D. 92-93). See also 7. Ephesos IV 1351; Helmut Engelmann, “Ephesos und die Johannesakten,” 
ZPE 109 (1994): 207-302; and, in general, Richard Oster, “The Ephesian Artemis as an Opponent 
of Early Christianity,” Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Christentum 19 (1976): 24-44. 
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a new Hera, whereas Cibyra in Phrygia issued a coin with the image of Livia 
on one side and that of the enthroned Zeus Olympios on the other. "his affin- 
ity had a significant meaning because it was the image of Zeus Olympios which 
quickly came to be associated with the imperial neokoria: in Ephesus and other 
cities of Asia. An inscription from Cyzicus provides a similar case of the neokoria 
of members of the imperial family prior to, or alongside, the imperial neokoriar: 
it honors Antonia Tryphaena, who was “restoring the ancient and ancestral 
city, the neokoros of his [i.e., Gaius Caligula] family.” 12 

Hadrian granted the second imperial neokoria to Ephesus between 131 and 
133.1% "The Ephesian coins from his reign and afterward bear the title “twice 
neokoros;” the non-imperial neokoria having evidently been dropped.!% But a 
letter of Antoninus Pius to the Ephesians, obviously in response to their request, 
in which he urged Pergamum and Smyrna to respect the titulature of Ephesus 
in their official correspondence, probably reflected attempts of Ephesus to pass 
as “thrice neokoros” while having only two imperial neokoriai. "The address of 
Aelius Aristides to these three cities likely referred to this ongoing rivalry.I25 
Ephesus had to content itself with the neokoria of Artemis from Caracalla, who 
at the same time gave the third imperial neokoria to Smyrna.!26 As a result, simi- 
lar to what it did in the second century, Ephesus now competed for prestige with 
other metropoleis of Asia by calling itself either “twice imperial neoForos and the 


122. Î.Ephesos la 17-18.66 (c. A.D. 44) and Friedrich Karl Dorner, “Der Erlass des Statthalters 
von Asia Paullus Fabius Persicus” (diss., Greifswald: Buchdruckerei H. Adler, 1935), 40 (col. LX.6), 
48-49; Î.Ephesos Il 261 (A.D. 41-54); I.Assos 19 (reign of Augustus or Tiberius); SNG von Aulock 
8398 (reign of Tiberius or later), IGR IV 146.9-10 (Cyzicus). Deification and veneration of vari- 
ous members of the Julio-Claudian family: Dârner, “Der Erlass,” 48-49. For Cyzicus as one of 
probably only five Asian cities that produced high priests: Haensch, Capita Provinciarum, 315-316. 
As further examples of associating imperial family members with the most venerated local deities, 
see two porticoes from Aphrodisias dedicated to Aphrodite and “divine Augusti” (as well as to 
Emperor Claudius, in one case) and a portico in the agora of Aphrodisias that was dedicated by 
Diogenes, son of Menander, to Aphrodite, Tiberius, Livia, and the people of Aphrodisias: Reynolds, 
“New Evidence for the Imperial Cult,” 317, no.1 (2 SEG 31, 913); 318, no. 2 (2 SEG 31, 914); and 
319 respectively. For the reconstructed identity of the imperial Aphrodisias, which combined the 
veneration of the local patron-goddess and of the mythical founder of the city with honors paid to 
the imperial family, see Angelos Chaniotis, “Vom Erlebnis zum Mythos: Identitătskonstruktionen 
im kaiserzeitlichen Aphrodisias,” in Stadt und Stadtentmicklung în Kleinasien, ed. Elmar Schwertheim 
and Engelbert Winter (Bonn: Dr. R. Habelt, 2003), 69-84, esp. 77-81. 

123. Magie, Roman Rule, 1479 n.30; Haensch, Capita Provinciarum, 316; Scherrer, “Anmer- 
kungen,” 103: in 129-130, 109-110: c.130; Burrell, Neokoroi, 66: between 130-131 and 132. 

124. BMC, Ionia, 77, nos. 227-228; see also 78, nos. 235-236 (reign of Antoninus Pius). 

125. I.Ephesos V 1489 (= 1490 = Sy1l.5 849) (A.D. 140-144); Emmanuelle Collas-Heddeland, 
“Le culte imperiale dans la competition des titres sous le Haut-Empire: Une lettre d'Antonin aux 
Ephesiens,” REG 108 (1995): 410-429; Kampmann, Fomonoia- Verbindungen, 29—30 and, in gen- 
eral, 20-47, where she connected issues of homonoia coinage by Pergamum with periods of marked 
competition among the metropoleis of Asia for the first place in the province, which were usually 
connected with the grants of neokoria. Aristid. Or. 23.14-—17. 

126. Magie, Roman Rule, 1497 n.21; Robert, OMS, 5:384-—390. See next note. 
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neokoros of Artemis” or, consciously disregarding this important distinction, 
“thrice neokoros;” albeit only on coins.! 

Ephesus did manage to obtain its third imperial neokoria—from Elagabalus. 
Since its main rival, Smyrna, had already received its third imperial neokoria, 
Ephesus assumed the title of the “neokoros for the fourth time,” thus again 
including Caracalla's neokoria of Artemis in the whole number of its neoforiai. 128 
However, this last imperial neoforia was revoked because of the condemna- 
tion of Elagabalus's memory by the senate.!7 Although the coins with the 
“neokoros for the fourth time” continued into the reign of Severus Alexander, 
Ephesus had to revert to the title “thrice neokoros” during the reigns of 
Septimius Severus, Maximinus, Gordian, and Philip the Elder.1% If Ephesus 
did receive another imperial neokoria from Valerian Î, it was in the same posi- 
tion as Sardis, which also lost the neokorza granted by Elagabalus but obtained 
another under Valerian or close to his reign.l5! 

Ephesus offers further evidence about the entanglement of the veneration 
of the emperors and members of their families with the old religious cults, 
including that of Artemis Ephesia, which was the most famous in the whole of 
Asia. Ephesian coins bearing images of Roman emperors together with those 


127. Î.Ephesos Il 291; VI 2040.2—5; VIL.1, 3001.2 (A.D. 213—217);:SEG 37, 886 (A.D. 214-217); 
JOAL 59 (1989): 166, no. 3 (honors to Caracalla) with SEG 37, 886 and 39, 1191. Cf. [.Ephesos Il 
212 (letters of Caracalla and Iulia Domna) and VII.2, 4336 (reign of Gordian III), BMC. Jonia, 86, 
nos. 276-278 and 89, no. 292. For this reason, it seems, Burrell (Veokoroi, 70-71) found it possible 
to speak of the “third (imperial) neokoria” of Ephesus, as coming from Geta, with reference to a 
single coin, which has survived only as a photographic image (see also p. 84: with a question mark)— 
Obv.: AYT KAI [IO ZEII [ETA XEB, Rev.: TPI NEOKOPON EPEXION. The reason for 
this designation was obviously Ephesus” habit of manipulating with her titles, by not specifying 
that one of the neokoriai was that of Artemis and thus presenting the total number of neokoriai as 
imperial neokoriai, which Burrell did not discuss. As a result, one confusion led to new ones (p. 71): 
on “one lone coin of Caracalla” the legend has been “changed” to “twice neokoros and of Artemis” 
(does Burrell mean by this that Caracalla took away the “Geta's neokoria” from Ephesus? Cf. p. 334: 


> « 


Caracalla's 5 


cancellation” of Geta's “temple” in Ephesus) and “therefore issues of Caracalla and of 
Julia Domna simply call Ephesos “three times neokoros”.” Both designations certainly referred to 
the same situation. But since Burrell did not see it that way, it is not surprising that her attempt 
(p. 72) “to reconcile Caracalla's letter (i.e. 7. Ephesos II 212: Tpis elvat vewk6povs Tv 176, 
S.D.) with the numismatic evidence” encountered “a snag.” 

128. BMC. Ionia, 90, no. 300 and 91, nos. 302-305. Further confusion has been created by 
Burrell who, first, proposed (Neokoroi, 73) that the title “neokoros of Artemis” granted by Caracalla 
to Ephesus was “removed” after his death, which would have reduced the number of Ephesus' 
neokoriai to two (see preceding note on the “Geta's neokoria”), and then, had to deal (p. 77) with 
four Ephesian neokoriai in the reign of Elagabalus. And how, then, can one explain references to 
Ephesus” two imperial neokoriai and the neokoria of Artemis, in the period following the revocation 
of Elagabalus” neokoria: e.g. I.Ephesos VIL.2, 4336 (reign of Gordian III)? 

129. BMC, Ionia, 90-94. Magie, Roman Rule, 1498. 

130. BMC, Ionia, 84, nos. 266-267 (lulia Domna); 96, nos. 329-330; 97, no. 331; 98, no. 342; 
1. Ephesos VIL.2, 4336 (reign of Gordian III). The coins with “neokoros for the fourth time”: BMC, 
Ionia, 93, nos. 311-312 and 94, nos. 314 and 318. 

131. Price, Ritual/s and Power, 257, 260. See Burrell, Neokoroi, 78-79. 
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of Artemis had already emerged in the Augustan period.1%2 "The association of 
the cult of Artemis in Ephesus with the veneration of Roman emperors dates 
to the very beginning of Augustus's rule when we see the Augusteum being 
built together with, and probably in the temenos of, the new Artemisium.15%5 A 
fragmented inscription from the reign of Tiberius is probably the earliest in- 
scriptional evidence for the veneration of the emperors being associated with 
the cult of Artemis. If the edict of Persicus, which dealt with selling priest- 
hoods and financial matters of the Artemisium, did refer to the consecration 
of Livia, it could provide more information about this association. The earli- 
est coins to portray the Artemisium were the cistophori of Claudius, who is 
credited with granting Ephesus the right to venerate a member of the impe- 
rial family. 15% 

“The earliest reference to the inviolability of the Artemisium appeared on 
Ephesian coins in the reign of Domitian, who granted the first imperial neokoria 
to Ephesus. Domitian received several dedications together with Artemis of 
Ephesus, and his portrait was put on the other side of the coin that bore the 
image of Artemis Ephesia. A little earlier, the Artemisium was repaired under 
Titus.1% C. Vibius Salutaris, whose magnificent festival, which he founded in 
Ephesus early in the second century, was associated with the cult of Artemis, 
was referred to as “loyal to Artemis and loyal to the emperor.” "This expres- 
sion survived into later times, and dedications were made to 'Lrajan, Hadrian, 
and Antoninus Pius together with Artemis as well.1% "This promotion of the 
old cult may have precipitated the second imperial neokoria of Ephesus, from 
Hadrian. Coins from the reign of Antoninus Pius portray this goddess in the 
company of her brother Apollo. "The latter was acknowledged from that time 
as the protector of the Artemisium's inviolability (along with the Amazons, 


132. BMC, Ionia, 71-72, nos. 195-196; SNG Danish Museum, Ionia, 359. See also Peter 
Scherrer, “Augustus, die Mission des Vedius Pollio und die Artemis Ephesia,” 7OA/ 60 (1990): 
S7-101. 

133. See Wilhelm Alzinger, “Ephesiaca,” 70A1 56 (1983): 62-63, and his Augusteische Architektur 
in Ephesos (Vienna: Osterr. Archăologisches Inst. im Selbstverlag, 1974), 62, 148; with Henner von 
Hesberg, review of W. Alzinger, Augusteische Architektur in Ephesos (Vienna: Selbstverlag, 1974), 
Gnomon 50 (1978): 583-584; Halfmann, Stădtebau und Bauherren, 25. 

134. SEG 39, 1176H.4 (reign of Tiberius); I. Ephesos La 17.48—49, 51-52, 53-56 (edict of 
Persicus, c. A.D. 44); see Magie, Roman Rule, 545-546. Metcalf, Cistophori of Hadrian, 21. CE. SEG 
34, 1122: Nero probably dedicated an aqueduct to Artemis. 

135. Î.Ephesos IL 418, 508 (A.D. 92-93); VI 2034, 2047; VIL.1, 3005, 3008; SEG 43, 798; 
MacDonald, Catalogue of Greek Coins, 2:332, no. 38; 1. Ephesos IL 412 (A.D. 79-80). 

136. I.Ephesos la 27.451-452 (A.D. 104), VI 2049 (A.D. 138-161). See Rogers, Sacred Identity, 
44, 49. Dedications: Î.Ephesos IL 421 (reign of 'Trajan), 422 (A.D. 114-115), 424 (reign of Trajan), 
429 (reign of Hadrian), 430 (A.D. 130-131); SEG 43, 792 (A.D. 120), and 34, 1123 (reign of Antoninus 
Pius?). For the same attitudes expressed on levels other than that of the entire city: 7. Ephesos IV 
1124: the pankratiast Tib(erius) Cl(audius) Artemidoros, who was the high priest of the xystos and 
the xystarches “for life,” set up a dedication to Artemis Ephesia, Emperor Nerva, and the Ephesian 
people (A.D. 96-98). 
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who probably had been performing a similar function for several centuries). 
Also in the reign of Antoninus Pius, an Ephesian inscription portrayed Artemis 
as the mightiest deity and reinforced the idea of her as the main protector of 
the imperial family.15 It was only a short step to Caracalla's grant ofthe neokoria 
of Artemis to Ephesus, which again stressed the connection between the cult 
of Artemis and the veneration of emperors and their families in that city.158 

The cult of Zeus Olympios, closely connected with that of Artemis, was 
similarly of great antiquity; inscriptions mentioning this cult date to before the 
time of Alexander the Great. However, its first numismatic attestations in 
Ephesus—bronze coins with the image of a seated Zeus Olympios holding in 
his right hand a statuette of Artemis Ephesia—appeared only in the reign of 
Domitian. "The Asian cities” association of the cult of Zeus with the venera- 
tion of emperors went back as far as Augustus, whose friends pledged money 
for the completion of the Olympieum at Athens, intending to dedicate it to 
that emperor's Genius.1% But it was again Domitian who seems to have laid 
down the basic pattern. "The new Olympic Games in Ephesus, which came to 
be known under the name Hadriana Olympia, were first documented there in 
the reign of Domitian; they were probably instituted or rejuvenated under his 
rule. “The dedication of the temple of Zeus in Ephesus has been dated to the 
reign of Domitian as well.!* Pergamum, the third metropolis of Asia, which 
received its second neokoria from Trajan, likewise venerated that emperor in 
the temple of Zeus (Philios). he Traianeum at Pergamum, which also con- 
tained a statue of a seated Zeus, was completed in the reign of Hadrian. It was 
under Hadrian, and supposedly at his initiative, that Pergamum started to build 
the temple of Zeus Asclepios. "The reverse of Hadrianic cistophori, which car- 


137. Apollo: Helmut Engelmann, “Aelius Aristides und eine Ephesische Prăgung,” ZPE 89 
(1991): 273-274. Amazons: 'Tonio Hâlscher, “Die Amazonen von Ephesos: Fin Monument der 
Selbstbehauptung,” in Agarhos Daimon, Mythes et cultes: Etudes d'iconographie en lhonneur de Lilly 
Kahil, ed. Pascale Linaut de Bellefonds and Janine Balty (Athens: Ecole frangaise d'Athenes, 2000), 
210-212. Artemis as the protector of the emperor: Engelmann, “Zum Kaiserkult,” 288; 7. Ephesos IV 
1265 = SEG 43, 765 (letter of Roman governor P. Petronius to the gervusia of Ephesus, A.D. 29-30). 

138. A recent examination of 7. Ephesos II 212 (letters of Caracalla and Iulia Domna) suggests 
that the neokoria of Artemis that Caracalla granted to the Ephesians had a status equal to imperial 
neokoria; see Christopher P. Jones, “Imperial Letters to Ephesos,” EA 33 (2001): 39-44, With 41 
(the translation), who referred (p. 44) to this grant as the “third neocorate” of Ephesus. 

139. Suet. Aug. 60. 

140. Oster, “Ephesus as a Religious Center,” 1691; Coins: BMC, Ionia, 75, no. 215; SNG 
von Aulock 1879. 'Lemple and games: Philostr. VS, pp. 530-531; Friesen, Twice Neokoros, 117— 
141. More recently, Helmut Engelmann, “Ephesiaca,” ZPE 121 (1998): 307-308, has argued against 
the idea that the games dedicated to Olympic Zeus appeared in Ephesus only under Domitian, point- 
ing to their ancient origin; he also noted, however, that old city games in honor of Zeus Olympios 
probably started to be ranked as “sacred games” in the “imperial period.” It was during the reign 
of Domitian that the first Balbilleia, i.e., contest granted to Ephesus by Vespasian, took place in 
that city: D.C. 65.9.2; Drăger, Stădte, 59; Scherrer, “Anmerkungen,” 111: between 86 and go; 
Stephen Brunet, “The Date of the First Balbillea at Ephesos,” ZPE 117 (1997): 137-138: 85 or 86. 
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ried the image of Zeus Olympios, was modeled after the coin of Domitian.!*! 
The latter is thought to have started the expansion of the Asclepieum near 
Pergamum.!* "The city of Rome fell into the same pattern: in 86, Domitian 
established the agon Capitolinus there.1% 

“The revival of ancient Greek cults by Hadrian thus followed the already 
established tradition that connected these cults with the veneration of the 
Roman emperors, including grants of neokoriai. Further issues of Ephesian 
coins with the image of seated Zeus Olympios holding in his hand a statuette 
of Artemis Ephesia corresponded to the subsequent neooriai of the city. hey 
are documented in the time of Hadrian, who gave the second neokoria to 
Ephesus; in the reign of Caracalla, who granted to it the neokoria of Artemis; 
in the reign of Severus Alexander (222-235), when Ephesus was still minting 
coins with the inscription “neokoros for the fourth time” even after the neokoria 
of Elagabalus had been revoked; and, finally, in the reign of Valerian I (253— 
260), when FEphesian coins with “the neokoros for the fourth time” resurfaced. 1% 

“The veneration of Androclos, the legendary founder of Ephesus, also 
came to be connected with the neoforiai of that city.1% Its earliest instance 
in the imperial period emerges in the reign of Hadrian, that is, about the 
time of the second neokoria. An Ephesian coin of that time carries his im- 
age, and Pausanias, in the mid-second century, mentions his tomb, with 
supposedly Androclos”s own statue on the top, when he retells the story of 


141. Metcalf, Cistophori of Hadrian, 22; Lămmer, “Olympien und Hadrianeen,” 4, 43—44; 
I. Pergamon Il 269.9-10. See Price, Ritual/s and Power, 252, and two recent discussions by Daniel 
N. Schowalter and Marianne Palmer Bonz in Pergamon: Citadel of the Gods, ed. Helmut Koester, 
Harvard Theological Studies, no. 46 (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 1998), 233-249 
and 258-267 respectively. 'Traianeum at Pergamum: Radt, Pergamon, 243; Halfmann, Stădtebau 
und Bauherren, 48-54. Statue of Zeus: Wulf Raeck, “Zeus Philios in Pergamon,” AA 108 (1993): 
381-387; Halfmann, Stădtebau und Bauherren, 49—30, 56. Radt (Pergamon, 243), followed by Jones, 
has suggested that the 'Traianeum could be the same as the Hadriancum (see Aristid. Or. 47.29) 
because the building was completed in the reign of Hadrian; Jones, “Aelius Aristides,” 74; C. P. 
Jones, “Cities, Villages, and Sanctuaries in the Reign of Hadrian [review article],” RA 14 (2001): 
653; Glen W. Bowersock, “Pergamon,” CR o (2000): 553-554. This invites a comparison with 
Ephesus, where the Olympicum is also thought to have been another name for the Hadrianeum; 
Jones, “Olympieion,” 149-152; Jones “Cities, Villages, and Sanctuaries,” 653. Temple of Zeus 
Asclepios at Pergamum: Christian Habicht, 7. Pergamon III, pp. 11-17; Radt, Pergamon, 260-201. 

142. Christian Habicht, 7. Pergamon III, pp. 7-8, followed by Halfmann, Stădrebau und 
Bauherren, 45. 

143. Suet. Domit. 4.8; Cens. De die nat. 18.15 with Maria L. Caldelli, L'Agon Capitolinus: 
Storia e protagonisti dall 'istituzione domizianea al IV secolo (Rome: Istituto Italiano per la Storia 
Antica, 1993), 53—120. 

144. Hadrian: SNG Danish Museum, Ionia, 391 (time of Aelius Caesar, A.D. 137); Caracalla: 
BMC, Ionia, 85, no. 272; SNG von Aulock 7872. Alexander: BMC, Ionia, 93, nos. 311-312, and 94, 
nos. 314 and 318; SNG von Aulock 7879; after Elagabalus: MacDonald, Catalogue of Greek Coins, 
2:337, no. 75. Valerian: BMC, Ionia, 108, no. 395. 

145. Veneration of Androclos: Strabo 14.1.21, p. C 640; .Ephesos Il sor; Thur, “Der 
ephesische Ktistes Androklos,” 63—103. 
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the Greeks” coming to Asia Minor. Two further coin issues bearing the 
image of Androclos came in the reigns of Alexander and Gordian, that is, 
after the reigns of Elagabalus and Valerian I, who both supposedly granted 
imperial neokoriai to Ephesus.!* 'The worship of Androclos was certainly 
associated with the cult of Artemis as the most ancient and the most fa- 
mous cult in the city which he had founded.!*7 Not surprisingly, the tomb 
of Androclos was situated, as we are told by Pausanias, on the road leading 
from the sanctuary of Artemis past the Olympieum to the Magnesian gates. 
“Those who passed the Magnesian gates in Hadrianic times, therefore, were 
expected to grasp the interplay of old and new cults.1% 

It was obviously with this aim in mind that an ancient frieze with the 
image of Androclos was placed in Hadrian's temple.!P A coin from the reign 
of Hadrian, the only known specimen, bears the images of Androclos and 
Antinoos.1% "The statue presenting the boar hunt of Androclos with the head 
modeled on the portraits of Antinoos is known to have been set up in or nearby 
the Vedius gymnasium. This statue has been dated to the mid-second cen- 
tury (i.€., after Hadrian) but still established the connection between Ephesus 
and Roman emperors.15! According to the legend, the boar hunt (of Androclos?) 


146. BIC, Ionia, 78, no. 232; Paus. 7.2.8-g. See BMC, Ionia, 94, no. 316; 105, no. 375 
(Gordian III); 108, no. 394 (Salonina). 

147. E.g., Rudolf Heberdey, “Vorlăufiger Bericht iiber die Ausgrabungen in Ephesos,” JOAI 
3 (1900): Beibl. 88 = Joseph Keil, “Kulte im Prytaneion von Ephesos,” in Anatolian Studies Pre- 
sented to W. H. Buckler, ed. William Moir Calder and Josef Keil (Manchester: Manchester UP, 
1939), 119 = Î.Ephesos IV 1064, dated to either the 1st cent. A.D. (Heberdey) or c.170-171 (Keil). 

148. For the politics of contemporary Ephesus, it did not really matter where exactly “histori- 
cal Androclos” had been buried. For a debate about where the tomb of Androclos, which is men- 
149-152; Helmut 
Engelmann, “Das Grab des Androklos und ein Olympieion,” ZPE 112 (1996): 131-133; Peter Scherrer, 


tioned by Pausanias, may have been situated, see, e.g., Jones, “Olympieion,” 


“Am Olympieion vorbei..? Pausanias' Wegbeschreibung in Ephesos und der hadrianische Neo- 
korietempel,” in Steine und Wege: Festschrifi fiir Dieter Knibbe zum 63. Geburistag, ed. Peter Scherrer 
et al. (Vienna: Osterreichisches Archiăologisches Institut, 1999), 137-144; Thiir, “Der ephesische 
Ktistes Androklos,” 79-80. Recent maps that identify and locate the tomb of Androclos and the 
Embolon contradict the evidence of Pausanias (7.2.9); see, e.g., Hilke 'Thiir, “Grundungsbericht der 
Sondage an der Westseite des “Androklos-Heroons, ” in Thur, ... und verschânerte die Stadt, 17 
20, 159 n.51; Friedmund Hueber et al., Ephesos: Gebaute Geschichte (Mainz a. R.: P. von Zabern, 
1997), at the end of the book; Dieter Knibbe, Ephesus: Geschichte einer bedeutenden antiken Stadt 
und Portrait einer modernen Grossgrabung im 102. Jahr der Wiederkehr des Beginnes osterreichischer 
Forschungen, 1595-1997 (Frankfurt a. M.: Peter Lang, 1998), 35 n.12, 156 n.413. 

149. Oster, “Ephesus as a Religious Center,” 1683 (n.179). Here too one might see a connec- 
tion with the policy of Domitian and, in particular, with his negative attitude to male castration: 
Suet. Domit. 7.1. 

150. Walter Hahland, “Ebertâter Antinoos-Androklos: Eine ephesische Antinoos-Ehrung 
antoninischer Zeit,” 7OAT qi (1954): 71; Ruth Linder, Myrhos und Identităt: Sudien zur Selbstdar- 
stellung Kleinasiatischer Stădte in der Rămischen Kaiserzeit (Stuttgart: F. Steiner, 1994), 71. 

151. Hahland, “Ebertoter Antinoos-Androklos,” 54-77; Jale Inan and Elisabeth Alfoldi- 
Rosenbaum, Roman and Early Byzantine Portrait Sculpture in Asia Minor (London: Oxford UP, 
1966), 73-74, no. 37, pl. XXIV. 
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was associated with the foundation of Ephesus.!*%? The mythical origins of the 
city and its main religious cult became interwoven in a clear message of Greek 
revival under the patronage of the Romans. 

Like Smyrna, Ephesus reinforced its connection to Athens in the second 
century. Androclos was the son of Codros, a legendary king of Athens. Ephesus 
portrayed Hadrian as Olympios on its coins, which bore either the phrase “twice 
neolkoros” or the image of Artemis on the reverse, and presented the statues of 
Hadrian in the newly built Olympieum at Athens.!5 Hadrian's privileges to 
Ephesus, including “unsurpassed gifts” to Artemis, such as the rights of ac- 
cepting; legacies and vacant estates, and Artemis's laws have been recorded in 
an inscription that is dated by the third consulate of Hadrian, or A.D. 120.15* It 
also refers to Hadrian as Olympios, that is, in connection with the Olympia in 
Athens, which ended its first pentaeteris in 131-132, and with the dedication 
of the great temple of Olympian Zeus in Athens in 129.15 "The promotion of 
the Olympian cult at Athens and that of Artemis at Ephesus, therefore, took 
place at the same time. Following Athens, and like Smyrna, Ephesus instituted 
its own Hadrianeia, in fact “the Great Hadrianeia,” which ended its second 
pentaeteris in about 140. Ephesus refounded Olympian Games under the name 
Hadriana Olympia and built its own Olympieum în 130-—132.15 


152. Athenae. 8.301d. 

153. BMC, Ionia, 77, nos. 227-228; SNG von Aulock 7866; IG II? 3297 (soon after A.D. 132). 
Androclos: Paus. 7.2.8—g9. Dedication of the Olympicum: Philostr. VS, p. 533; SHA Hadrian. 13.6. 

154. Sy1l.3 839 = 1.Ephesos II 274. 

155. For the evidence about Hadrian as Zeus Olympios: Le Glay, “Hadrien et I'Asklepieion 
de Pergame,” 353 (and n.30)-355. See also Robert, Documents d'Asie Mineure, 133-148: Hadrian 
assimilated with Zeus Kynegesios in Stratonicea Hadrianoupolis. 

156. “The Great Hadrianeia”: J. Ephesos III 618, 724, 730, etc. Olympian Games: J. Ephesos 
IV 1083; see Lămmer, “Olympien und Hadrianeen,” 3-4, 43-44. Olympieum: Paus. 7.2.9 with 
Michael Wârrle, “Zur Datierung des Hadrianstempels an den “Kuretenstrasse” in Ephesos,” 
Jahrbuch des Deutschen Archăologischen Instituts 83 (1973), Arch Anz 1973: 470-471, ESP. 475, for 
the date. It has been debated whether the Hadrianeum was built in Ephesus in addition to the 
Olympiecum or whether the two names referred to the same building; see Jones, “Olympieion,” 
149-152. This discussion is not directly relevant to my examination. What is important is that the 
veneration of Hadrian in Ephesus was connected with the Olympieum and the cult of Zeus 
Olympios, i.€., in the same fashion as in other Asian cities. Pace Barbara Burrell, ““Temples of 
Hadrian, not Zeus,” GRBS 43 (2002-2003 [2003]): 31-50. Even without going in detail, one can, 
of course, make a difference between neokoriai of various deities (such as Artemis at Ephesus, which 
was granted to this city by Caracalla) and imperial neokoriai, the latter thus honoring emperors. 
But this fact alone does not deny that the emperor could be honored in the guise of, as well as to- 
gether with, some deity. Burrel!s article, however, dealt only with architectural evidence, only with 
respect to the veneration of Hadrian, and only in three cities (Ephesus, Smyrna, and Cyzicus), thus 
putting severe limitations on its conclusions. But even within the scope of that article's research, 
her conclusions were far from convincing; cf., for example, pp. 39: references to the temple at Cyzicus 
as that of only Hadrian come solely from later authors, 44: “the temple of Hadrian at Smyrna can- 
not be proved to have been found,” 46-47. A broader look shows that even if such a view on Hadrian's 
veneration is correct, it can hardly be extended to all other neokoriai. Not surprisingly, even though 
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The temple that was built in Smyrna after Hadrian granted its second 
imperial neokoria was also dedicated to Zeus, and Cyzicus built a temple to 
Zeus in the same circumstances as well. "The temple of Zeus Lepsynos(?), which 
is first documented under Antiochos the Great, was rebuilt or renovated in 
the reign of Hadrian.!% "The example was clearly set by Athens, where Hadrian 
was venerated in Zeus's temple. "There is no reason to disbelieve our later evi- 
dence that having dedicated this temple at Athens, Hadrian proceeded to Asia, 
where he, “in the same fashion,” consecrated the temples in his own name.158 
The city of Hadrianoi, founded by Hadrian in 131—132,1% had the temple of 
Zeus Olympios, which probably dated to that time as well.1% Smyrna and 
Ephesus struck the Hadrianic cistophori with the image of Zeus Olympios, 
which descended from Pheidias's Zeus in Olympia. Smyrna and Cyzicus like- 
wise instituted the Hadriana Olympia. Cyzicus also received the neokoria from 
Hadrian and dedicated statues of Hadrian Olympios in the Athenian Olympieum, 
thus reinforcing its own connection with Athens.!€l 





Burrel!'s recent book retains the same approach with respect to Hadrian (Weokoroi, 325-326), it 
acknowledges that Pergamum had the temple of Goddess Rome and Augustus (pp. 17-22) as well 
as the temple of Zeus Philios and 'Trajan (pp. 22-30, 333), whereas Caracalla shared a temple at 
Pergamum with Asclepios (pp. 31, 50); Smyrna had the temple of Tiberius and personified Senate 
(pp. 38-42) and apparently venerated Caracalla in temple of the Goddess Rome (p. 31). For fur- 
ther such information, see pp. 324-326 (“Emperors and Their Cult Partners”) and 326-328 (“Em- 
perors in Other Gods” Temples”). 

157. Price, Rituals and Power, 258 (Smyrna); W. Ruge, “Kyzikos,” in RE 23 (1924), 231; Armin 
Schulz and Engelbert Winter, “Historisch-archăologische Untersuchungen zum Hadrianstempel 
von Kyzikos,” Asia Minor Studien 1 (1990): 33-82, esp. 51-54 for the neokoria of Cyzicus; [homas 
Drew-Bear, “Kyzikos,” in NPauly 6 (1999), 1026. Euromus: Frank Rumscheid, Untersuchungen 
zur kleinasiatischen Bauornamentik des Hellenismus (Mainz: P. von Zabern, 1994), 1:17 and 2:21, with 
cat. no. 62; Stefan Pulz, “Zur Bauornamentik des Zeustempels von Euromos,” IM 39 (1989): 451— 
453; Hans Kaletsch, “Euromos,” in NPauly 4 (1998), 290. The same pattern was followed else- 
where; see Ruprecht Ziegler, Srădrische Prestige und kaiserliche Politik (Dusseldorf: Schwann, 1985), 
21, 32: the Olympian Games were founded in Tarsus in connection with the first neokoria of the 
city in the reign of Hadrian. 

158. SHA Hadrian. 13.6: eodemque modo per Asiam îter făciens templa sui nominis consecravil. 
Le Glay, “Hadrien et PAsklepieion,” 347: Hadrian traveled in Asia “au cours de Pannce 131”; 
Timothy D. Barnes, “Emperors on the Move [review of Halfmann, Jfinera],” 7RA 2 (1989): 254: 
Hadrian stayed in Athens in the winter of 131-132; Ronald Syme, Roman Papers, ed. Anthony R. 
Birley (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), 6:350-—352: Hadrian traveled in Asia from the spring of 
129 to the autumn of 131 and stayed at Athens in 128-129 and 131-132. In this case, Ephesus prob- 
ably received its second neokoria in 132; so also Burrell, “Temples,” 44 with reference to /G? 3297. 

159. For the foundation of Hadrianoi in A.D. 131-132: Elmar Schwertheim, “Zu Hadrians Reisen 
und Stadtgriindungen in Kleinasien: Eine neue Griindungăra,” ZA 6 (1985): 39-42; I. Hadrianoi und 
Hadrianeia 56 with Schwertheim's commentary on pp. 156-160. 

160. /.Hadrianoi und Hadrianeia 50 (dated to 2nd cent. A.D.). See Aristid. Or. 51.10 (cf. 49.41 
and 50.48) with Schwertheim, “Die Heimat des Aelius Aristides,” 250-254, who located this temple 
in or near Hadrianoi. 

161. Cistophori: Metcalf, Cistophori of Hadrian, 16-17, nos. 13-15, and 31, no. 29, with dis- 
cussions on pp. 22-24 and 38; William E. Metcalf, “Hadrian, IOVIS OLYMPIVS,” Mnemosyne 
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The legislative activity of the city of Ephesus is quite well documented in 
the imperial period. A proposal could be brought forward in the form of a 
“decision” (psephisma) adopted by a city college, such as the council or the 
generals.1% An honorific decree for the gymnasiarch Diodoros from the sec- 
ond century B.C. reveals what might have been a standard way of initiating and 
putting through legislative decisions in Ephesus prior to the imperial period: 
“It was resolved by the council and the people. Mithres, son of Asteas, said. 
Since (names), appointed by the neo; to be in charge of the honors to Diodoros, 
son of Mentor, made a written presentation to the city council” and “Because 
of these benefactions, the ephebes and the neo: appointed the men whose names 
are written above to be in charge of the honors, who, having come before the 
assembly, clarified these matters. And the people, after learning of this man's 
love of glory and righteousness,” etc. "The special commission set up by the 
colleges of the neo: and the ephebes submitted its written decision, probably 
again in the form of a psephisma, to the city council. With the consent of the 
latter, this decision was brought by members of the same commission before 
the peoples assembly and then put to a vote. It was not necessarily the mem- 
bers of the commission who put this proposal to a vote. Probably this task was 
performed by Mithres, in a fashion similar to what we have seen in Hellenistic 
decrees from other cities of Asia. Another Ephesian inscription, from about 
the mid-first century B.C., is the only known evidence from Ephesus for the 
same officials bringing in a proposal and putting it to a vote, which confirms 
that this was not the usual procedure.16% A psephisma in many documents from 
Hellenistic Ephesus, especially grants of citizenship, was a proposal that had 
passed through the council and was accepted by the people's assembly in the 
form which survives under the heading “it was resolved by the council and 
the people.” The same situation is documented in the provincial period as well. 
Aristides tells us, among other things, that his candidature was put forward 
by the council of Ephesus before the assembly for confirmation.16* 

“The phrase “it was resolved by the council and the people,” which is 
present in many decrees of Ephesus from the Hellenistic period and Roman 





27 (1974): 59-66. For this image: Jones, “Olympieion,” 150. Hadriana Olympia: 7.Smyrna 661 (c. A.D. 
160-180), 668 (2nd half of 2nd cent. A.D.?); Cyzicus: AM 22 (1897): 414; IGR I 802, IV 154 and 
162; W. Ruge, “Kyzikos,” in RE 23 (1924), 231. Statues: CIG 1 338. 

162. Council: 7. Fphesos III 614c (mid-1st cent. A.D.), La 24a (A.D. 102-164), V 1548 (3rd cent. 
A.D.2); SEG 34, 1121 (late 1st-2nd cent. A.D.) and 39, 1189.6-11 (honorific decree for a priestess of 
Artemis, reign of Antoninus Pius). Generals: 7. Ephesos La 24b.1-7 (A.D. 162-164), IV 1387 (40-39 
B.C.). 

163. I.Ephesos la 6a.1-3, 25—32 (2nd cent. B.C.), IV 1387.6-14 (40-39 B.C.). Robert, OMS, 
5:347—354. 

104. I.Ephesos V 1449 (c.302 B.C.). Grants of citizenship: /.Ephesos IV 1411, 1412 (Hellenis- 
tic period), V 1458 (4th-3rd cent. B.C.). Provincial period: 7. Ephesos III 614c (mid-1st cent. A.D.), 
Ia 27€.425—426, f.442 (A.D. 104). Aristid. Sacr. Tales 4.88. 
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times, therefore reveals that the assembly was considered, at least formally, an 
essential political body.15 A few Hellenistic inscriptions which contain the 
phrase “it was resolved by the people” suggest that proposals were brought 
immediately before the assembly very rarely.1% 'The same was true for the 
provincial period. One such occasion was when Ephesus declared war on 
Mithridates in 86-85 and the proposal was brought, again as a psephisma pre- 
pared by several officials, directly before the people's assembly. "This was an 
emergency situation in which the proedro: stepped in either because there was 
no time to convene the council or because the loyalty of the councilors was 
suspect. Another such case has been documented in a list of contributors from 
the time of Tiberius. And another is referred to in an inscription dated broadly 
to the imperial period.1% 

“The mere fact that legislative proposals were rarely brought up in the as- 
sembly can be ascribed to the maintenance of preprovincial administrative 
traditions rather than a decrease in the political râle of the people in Roman 
Ephesus. "The emperors, as well as provincial governors and other Roman 
magistrates, continued to address their letters “to the council, officials, and 
people” of that city into the third century.16% 'The council and the people not 
only jointly honored local benefactors, prominent Romans, and other individu- 
als but also, judging by the standard phraseology of Ephesian decrees, adopted 
legal decisions together.!% Even in the second century A.D. a proposal could 
still be brought forward not only by officials but by private individuals from 
among those who attended the assembly, that is in the same fashion as in pre- 
Roman times. 'Lhis situation is probably implied by the book of Acts in a pas- 
sage where Paul, who was then on his third missionary Journey, wanted to 
“come before the people” of Ephesus.!7 If several psephismata were brought 
forward before the assembly, the latter made a final choice among them as well 


165. I.Ephesos II 614b.21 (mid-1st cent. A.D.), IL 449 (c. A.D. 88-96), IV 1024 (A.D. 105 
120), 1380 (A.D. 161-192). See /.Ephesos IV 1405 (3rd cent. B.C.), 1441 (204-285 B.C.), 1443 (late 
Hellenistic period), V 1452 (302-301 B.C.), 1454, 1458, 1465, 1473 (4th-3rd cent. B.C.), 1470 (302— 
281 B.C.), VI 2004 (4th-3rd cent. B.C.). Guy M. Rogers, ““The Assembly of Imperial Ephesos,” ZPE 
94 (1992): 224-228, insisted that the assembly debated the incoming proposals. 

166. I.Ephesos IV 1405 (3rd cent. B.C.), 1422 (after 306 B.C.), 1440 (306-204 B.C.);, SEG 41, 
960 (c.300 B.C.). 

167. Î.Ephesos la 8.17-22 (86-85 B.C.). The proedroi mentioned here were probably perma- 
nent officials (see also /.FEphesos IV 1438, late 4th-2nd cent. B.C.?) who did not survive into the 
imperial period, though it is impossible to say anything more precise about their status and respon- 
sibilities. SEG 37, 883.4-6 (reign of Tiberius), 7. Ephesos IV 1396 (imperial period). 

168. 1.Ephesos IL 202 (c. A.D. 145), V 1489 (= 1490 = $y//.5 849) (A.D. 140-144), 1492 (A.D. 
150); SEG 34, 1089 (A.D. 167-169); /.Ephesos VI 2026 (A.D. 200-205). 

169. Î.Ephesos III Grga.ro—11 (A.D. 188-189), VI 2068 (late 2nd cent. A.D.), III 647 (A.D. 211-— 
212). Honorific decrees: 7. Fphesos IL zoo (A.D. 214-217), III 652 (= VI 2045, early rd cent. A.D.), 
71o0b, 892 (3rd cent. A.D.). 

170. Î.Ephesos la 27a.108 (A.D. 104); cf. Thuc. 8.67.2; Acts 19.30. 
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as probably adjusting the winning proposal. "The post of the secretary of the 
people survived into the third century, which further demonstrates that the 
people were still thought to be in charge of city life at that time.!! 

Standard phraseology might have hidden what was in fact a formality, at 
least after the first century A.D. The last known evidence for a decision adopted 
solely, if formally, by the people dates to the reign of Tiberius. "The last clear 
display of the people being in charge of the city finances comes from an in- 
scription of the late first century.!72 "The word “people” could also mean “the 
city” in the sense of the “community of people.” And the possibility of bring- 
ing proposals before the people's assembly does not mean that anybody, in- 
cluding the authors of such proposals, could put them to a vote. Hellenistic 
times did not leave us any clear evidence about how this system worked in 
Ephesus. But in the imperial period the right of putting proposals to a vote 
in the assembly belonged almost exclusively to the secretary of the people, and 
the book of Acts explicitly demonstrates how the secretary could manipulate 
the assembly and even dismiss it.!7 Ephesus thus provides no direct evidence 
for the administrative importance of its people after the first century A.D. If 
the book of Acts can be relied on, it demonstrates the survival of the old Greek 
administrative principle, namely, that the same person convened the assem- 
bly, presided over it, which included the right of putting proposals to a vote, 
and dismissed it at the end. 

We also have a chance to look at the other side of the coin. References to 
the councilors, mostly in numerous so-called Pouretai inscriptions, surfaced 
at the beginning of the imperial period. Distributions solely to the members 
of the council started to be made early in the second century. At that time 
Hadrian appealed to the Ephesian council to grant its membership to two sea 
captains, confirming that the councilors represented a distinct social group. 
Soon after, Ephesian inscriptions started mentioning the sons of the members 
of the council who were city councilors themselves, thus referring to mem- 
bership in the council as a matter of prestige for distinguished local families. 
“The appearance of the “head of the city council” in the early second century 
therefore reflected not administrative but social changes, quite similar to what 
happened in the case of the “first secretary” or the “first general,” who sur- 
faced in Ephesian inscriptions at the same time.!7* As a representative organ 


17. E.g., SEG 37, 883.4 (reign of Tiberius). Dmitriev, “1rpoBoAn and avrumpofoMi in Elec- 
toral Procedure in Oinoanda,” 122-123 with notes; cf. SEG 46, 1524.1—4 (Sardis, late 1st-early 
2nd cent. A.D.). Secretary of the people: 7. Ephesos IL 300 (A.D. 214-217); VIL.1, 3058 (late 2nd-3rd 
cent. A.D.); VII.2, 4109 (A.D. 198-210). 

172. SEG 37, 883.5-6 (reign of Tiberius); 7. Ephesos La 14.7-8 (late 1st cent. A.D.). 

173. Î.Ephesos Ia 21.1] (A.D. 138), 24b.1-7 (A.D. 162-164); VIL.2, 4109 (A.D. 198-210); IL 300 
(A.D. 214-217); Acts 19.33—41. 

174. Distributions: 7. Ephesos la 27b.224 (A.D. 104), III 6go (A.D. 117-161); ZPE 120 (1998), 
72, n0. 9 (2nd cent. A.D.). Appeals of Hadrian: 7. Ephesos V 1487-1488 (A.D. 128-129). Sons of city 
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of the most distinguished families, the city council came to be designated as 
“most excellent.” The new title reflected both a claim for elevated social sta- 
tus in the city, reminiscent of the Greeks” own aristocratic traditions, and a 
rendering of the Roman title egregrus, which denoted a superior individual social 
status of the “first people” in the empire as a whole. “The idea of concord be- 
tween the council and the rest of the population manifested itself in Ephesus at 
that time as well, revealing a growing gap between the two social groups.1!75 The 
same person could be granted council membership in several cities, whereas 
funerary inscriptions referred to the deceased as the councilors of Ephesus, 
again stressing their elevated social status.!76 

In the late first century B.C., if the restoration is correct, and clearly al- 
ready in the mid-first century A.D., a different way of preparing proposals was 
introduced in Ephesus. From that time on, they were usually prepared by the 
“secretary of the people” and five “generals of the city.”177 "The “secretary of 
the people” not only brought proposals before the people's assembly, which 
he sometimes did with the “generals of the city,” but also gave the final form 
to the legislative decisions.!75 From the late first century A.D., marking a fur- 
ther step in the same direction, the secretary of the people assumed control 
over writing down the decisions of the assembly.!”? Although the earliest evi- 
dence for the secretary of the people bearing a Roman name comes from the 
time of Augustus, it was also from the late first century that they all appeared 
to have Roman citizenship.18% A similar practice developed on administrative 
levels other than that of the entire city, such as in colleges and in the dealings 
of cities with each other.!5! By virtue of his right to bring proposals before the 
assembly and take care of the decrees that were adopted by it, the secretary 





councilors: /.Ephesos IV 1033.15 (€. A.D. 130-140), 1044.5—10 (c. reign of Antoninus Pius), III 679 
(a.D. 218-235). Social prestige: 7.Fphesos III 622.57 (c. A.D. 160). Boularchos: 1. Ephesos IV 1037 
(mid-2nd cent. A.D.), VIL.1, 3057 (late 2nd-ard cent. A.D.). 

175. Î.Ephesos VIL.1, 3073 (c. late 2nd cent. A.D.), III 951 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 625 (reign 
of Elagabalus), 666c (3rd cent. A.D.?). See Mason, Greek Terms, 64; LS7, s.v. KpaTLOT(e)ia and 
kparioTros; I.Ephesos III 730. Concord: 7.Fphesos VI 2052 (A.D. 132-214). 

176. Membership in more than one council: 7. Ephesos IV 1154, V 1617 (late 2nd-3rd cent. 
A.D.). Funerary inscriptions: /.Ephesos VI 2222, 2227 (3rd cent. A.D.). 

177. Î.Ephesos IV 1387.0-14 (40-39 B.C.), III 614c (mid-1st cent. A.D.), Il 449 (c. A.D. 88- 
96), la 27a.5—8 (A.D. 104). 

178. Î.Ephesos IV 1387.6-—14 (40-39 B.C.), VI 2018 (imperial period) and a 21.1.33—35 (A.D. 
138). 

179. Î.Ephesos Il 280 (A.D. 124-125), 300a (A.D. 214-c.260), III 695.20-25 (A.D. 80-81), 793.8 
12 (c. A.D. 85-96), V 1480 (= 1490 = 5y/[.5 849).17 (A.D. 140-144), 1499.9—13 (A.D. 99—100), 1500 
(A.D. 115-116). 

180. SEG 34, 1121 (late 1st-2nd cent. A.D.). 

181. Colleges: 7. Ephesos II 276.13-15 (honors to Hadrian by the chrysophoroi, A.D. 123—124). 
See J. Ephesos VIL.1, 3036 (= 7.Selge T 47).13—18 (the city of Selge honored Cn. Pompeius Hermippus 
Aelianus from Ephesus, early 3rd cent. A.D.). 
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became one of the most important officials in the city administration of Ephesus 
in the first century A.D. He could bring proposals of his own, as well as dismiss 
and therefore also convene the assembly.152 

Already early in the imperial period, the growing importance of the sec- 
retaries allowed them to hold other prestigious offices in Ephesus at the same 
time. "wo inscriptions refer to joint holding of the imperial high priesthood 
of "Tiberius Caesar and the secretaryship of the people, probably by the same 
person. "The secretary of the people also was the agonothetes of the Augustan 
Games, probably soon after the first, non-imperial neokor:a granted to Ephesus 
by Claudius.15 Other offices held along with the secretaryship of the people 
included those of the asiarchs, after the neokoria of Domitian, and the high 
priestshood of the Asian temples in Ephesus, after the neokoria granted to 
Ephesus by Hadrian.15% Another outcome of this competition was holding the 
secretaryship of the people at the same time as the other most prestigious of- 
fice in Ephesus, the city prytaneia.18 

From the late second century, references to ancestors often included 
those who had held the secretaryship and the asiarchia.1% Inscriptions from 
Ephesus also started to mention fathers, sons, and other relatives of the sec- 
retaries. Some such relatives have further indications of their high social 
status: one of them was a general, while another was a “descendant of the 
asiarchs” and a brother of the priestess of Artemis.1% Farly în the third cen- 
tury, members of the same family came to hold the secretaryship as if “by 
descent.”18 "The prestige of this office accounts for the rise from the late 
second century A.D. of such epithets as the “first secretary of the people” and 
the “only secretary of the people,”1% which resulted from intensifying com- 
petition among the members of the city lite. A further step in this direction 
was the establishment in the third century of more than one secretary of the 
people at the same time, who had the same responsibilities as their single 


182. See his own proposal in /.Ephesos IV 1383.1 (mid-st cent. A.D.). 

183. High priesthood of Tiberius Caesar: SEG 37, 883.4 and 39, 1176H.5 (both from the 
reign of Tiberius), the agonothetes of the Augustan Games: 7.Fphesos II 201 (A.D. 41-54). 

184. Asiarchs: 7. Ephesos II 508 (A.D. 92-93), III 858 (A.D. 104-105), 637 (A.D. 132-214), 687 
(A.D. 132-214), 983 (A.D. 177-192), 613 (A.D. 180-192), 897 (late 2nd cent. A.D.); VII.2, 4109 (A.D. 
198-210). High priests: 7. Ephesos III 6rga-b (A.D. 188-189), 664b, VI 2069 (A.D. 132-214). 

185. E.g., I.Ephesos II 425 (early 2nd cent. A.D.), III 983 (A.D. 177-192), V 1600 (A.D. 180- 
192); SEG 34, 1112 (A.D. 1922); 1. Ephesos III 679 (A.D. 218-235). 

186. I.Ephesos II 435 (A.D. 209-212), III 8or (c.3rd cent. A.D.), IV 1066 (late 2nd-3rd cent. 
A.D.); VIL.1, 3055, 3058 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); VII.2, 4343 (early rd cent. A.D.). 

187. I.Ephesos LII 989 with VIL.r, 3017 (early 3rd cent. A.D.), 3018 (A.D. 238-244); see also 
1. Ephesos IL 613a (A.D. 180-192); VII.2, 4345 (3rd cent. A.D.), 4336 (reign of Gordian III). 

188. I.Ephesos VIL.1, 3070 (early 3rd cent. A.D.), 3081 (A.D. 238-244). 

189. “The first”: 7.Ephesos VIL.1, 3055 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 3058 (late 2nd-—3rd cent. 
A.D.), 3071 (early rd cent. A.D.), III 845 (3rd cent. A.D.?). “The only”: 7.Ephesos VIL.1, 3002 (early 
3rd cent. A.D.). 
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predecessor. "They formed a college which had a hierarchical structure with 
the “only secretary” at the top.1% 

Contrary to the secretaryship, which became documented in Ephesian 
inscriptions only in the first century B.C., the earliest evidence for the prytanera 
in Ephesus can be traced to the beginnings of the Hellenistic period and maybe 
even earlier. "The earliest known grants of citizenship by Ephesus refer to the 
prytaneia as the eponymous yearly office, and it continued as such in later times, 
including the Roman period.!%! The Ephesian prytaneia seems to have been 
used solely for the purpose of dating various posts, activities of colleges, deci- 
sions of the city, new buildings, and other matters and required considerable 
expenditures and benefactions.!%2 

As a burdensome /e:tourgia with only honorary responsibilities, the prytaneia 
could already be held “for life” in the Augustan period. Gaius Iulius Nice- 
phoros, a freedman of Augustus, was the first to pledge to hold the prytane:a 
“for life.” Other Ephesians bearing Roman names started to assume the 
prytaneia as well.1% Another incentive for holding this office, in addition to its 
antiquity and prestige, was the construction of the Augustan Prytaneion in 
Ephesus, which linked this old, typically Greek position to the imperial power. 
Nevertheless, pryraneis with only Greek names continued to be appointed for 
some time; they were permanently replaced by Roman citizens only in the lat- 
ter half of the first century.!% "This pattern îs reminiscent of Roman citizens 
getting control over the secretaryship of the people: the earliest evidence dates 
to the reign of Augustus, and the trend becomes firmly established by the late 
first century.1% Also from the late first century A.D., the prytaneia became open 
to women and could be performed on behalf of children.1% In the early sec- 
ond century, in the same fashion as secretaries of the people, the prytaneis 
started to be mentioned in inscriptions which were set up for their relatives, 


190. E.g., .Ephesos II 300 (A.D. 214-217), 300a (A.D. 214-c.260); VII.2, 4336 (reign of Gordian 
III); cf. SEG 34, 1096. 

101. Î.Ephesos IV 1421, 1423-1426 (5th-qth cent. B.C.?), la 6 (2nd cent. B.C.), VIL.1, 3004 
(c.66 B.c.), Ia 9.5.3 (51-17 B.C.), V 1570 (2nd cent. A.D.), 1601 (A.D. 117-138). 

192. Î.Ephesos IV 1387 (40—39 B.C.), Il 257 (A.D. 7-14), V 1503 (A.D. 138-161). Expenditures: 
1. Ephesos VI 2033 (imperial period), VIL.r, 3066 (early 2nd cent. A.D.). 

193. Î.Ephesos III 859 = V 1g65a: Gaius lulius Nicephoros (reign of Augustus), III 987 (27 
B.C.—c. A.D. 868), IV 1047 (27 B.C.—c. A.D. 97). 

194. Î.Ephesos VI 2033 (imperial period), Il 257 (A.D. 7-14), IV 1001-1002 (A.D. 14-37), 
III 614b (mid-1st cent. A.D.). For the established trend: /.Fphesos IV 1008 (A.D. 54-59), 1010 
(A.D. 51-92), 1012, 1062 (A.D. 92-93), 1013 (A.D. 93-96), 1016 (A.D. 96-99), III 7o2 (1st-2nd cent. 
A.D.). 

195. Cf. Sherwin-White, Ancient Cos, 254-255, who interpreted the admission of the “Ro- 
mans” to priestly colleges on Cos as “relaxation of restrictions.” 

196. I.Ephesos IV 1062 (A.D. 92-93), Il 424 (reign of Trajan), III 893 (late 2nd-ard cent. A.D.), 
985 (A.D. 132-214), IV 1064 (c. A.D. 170-171), Il 980 (A.D. 180-192). Children: 7. FEphesos INI 650.18— 
20 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.). 
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such as mothers, brothers, and sons.!% Members of the same family came to 
hold the prytanesa, including brothers as well as fathers and sons, and to per- 
form it together with their children.!% "The social prestige of the prytaneia made 
the holding of it a matter of family pride and also attracted to it wealthy indi- 
viduals who were eager to pay, including such exotic characters as the former 
masseur of the Augusti.1% 

“The holders of the pryraneia sought other socially elevated offices from the 
late first century, such as those of the priest of Rome and Isauricus, the asiarch, 
the neokoros, the high priest, and the secretary of the people.2% Because this in- 
terest manifested itself half a century after the neokor:a of Claudius and several 
decades before the neokoria of Hadrian, it resulted not from the neokoria as such 
but from the growing self-consciousness of the city €lite, who had started to assert 
themselves by holding the most prominent offices. As time went on, the notables 
of Ephesus came to hold these offices simultaneously.21 Ephesian inscriptions 
of the early third century mention the honorands” ancestors who had held the 
prytaneiai, the asiarchiai, and the secretaryship of the people.2%? But in the third 
century, the financial burden associated with holding the prytaneza created situ- 
ations where no one was willing to hold it, so that the pryraneia had to be allotted 
to the deities. "The same was true for other offices in Ephesus, which probably 
demonstrates the growing pressure on officeholders early in the third century.2%5 

“The city generals, always five whenever their number is given, are docu- 
mented in Ephesus only in the provincial period. Although it was usually 
the secretary who put proposals to a vote in the people's assembly, at least 
one inscription shows that the generals could have this right as well. “The 
prestige of this office led to the hierarchization of the college by the late sec- 
ond century and to the appearance of the “first general.”20+ References to 


107. Î.Ephesos IV 1032, 1033 (€. A.D. 130-140), 1048 (c. A.D. 100-139), INI 661 (A.D. 140-150); 
VII.2, 4107 (mid-2nd cent. A.D.); INI 671, IV 1045 (A.D. 161-180), 1068 (2nd-—rd cent. A.D.). 

198. Z.Ephesos IV 1033 (c. A.D. 130-140), 1035 (c. A.D. 140), III 720a (A.D. 161-191), 728 
(c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.), 613 (A.D. 180-192). Together with children: 7. Ephesos II 502 (c.2nd cent. 
A.D.), IV 1059 (early 3rd cent. A.D.). 

199. /.Ephesos INI 629 (late 2nd-early 3rd cent. A.D.). 

200. Priest of Rome and Isauricus: .Ephesos III 702 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.); VIL.r, 3066 (early 
2nd cent. A.D.); SEG 39, 1179 (reign of Nero); cf. Ia 7.1l.34: both officials are mentioned together 
as representatives of Ephesus in its treaty with Sardis (c.98 B.C.). Asiarch: 7. Fphesos II 427, INI 638 
(late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D.), IV 1075 (late 2nd cent. A.D.), Il 444 (reign of Severus Alexander), 
III 739 (reign of Elagabalus?), etc. Neokoros: I.Ephesos INI 638 (late 1st-early 2nd cent. A.D.). High 
priest: /.Ephesos IL 424 (the reign of Trajan), 425 (early 2nd cent. A.D.). 

201. Î.Ephesos IV 1087a (early 3rd cent. A.D.), VII.2, 4109.9 (A.D. 198-210). 

202. .Ephesos IV 1066.3—4 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); VIL.1, 3072 (c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.); cf. 
I.Ephesos Il 650.14—15 (1st-2nd cent. A.D.) 

203. Î.Ephesos IV 1078, 1106a (early rd cent. A.D.); Robert, OMS, 5:299. 

204. Î.Ephesos III 742 (2nd cent. A.D.2); VIL.r, 3070 (early zrd cent. A.D.); III 624 (reign of 
Macrinus); VIL.2, 4343 (early 3rd cent. A.D.); III 645 (c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.);, VIL.1, 3088: honors to 
the proconsul L. Egnatius Victor Lollianus. His office has been dated to 241-248 by Joyce Reynolds, 
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relatives who were generals began to be used to substantiate claims for the 
elevated social status of the honorands. From the early third century the 
offices of the general and of the eirenarches were increasingly performed by 
the same person.205 

“The link between the agonothesia in Ephesus and the religious affinity of 
this city with Rome surfaced already in the late Hellenistic period, when the 
agonothetes of the Dionysian Games was also the priest of Rome. Soon after, 
the secretary of the people performed the agonothesia of the Augustan Games.205 
From the second century, the high priests of Asia were the agonorhetai of the 
Great Balbilleia, the Great Hadrianeia, and the Great Victory Games, the lat- 
ter probably connected to the Parthian campaign.” The high priests and the 
asiarchs could also hold local agonothesias, including the one of the Great 
Epheseia.2% Their position was therefore reflective of mutually entangled in- 
terests on the part of the Roman Empire and local clites: the best of the latter 
assumed provincial priesthoods, thus promoting Roman interests and advanc- 
ing their own position in the city.2% Having performed this office or still holding 
it, they presided over competitions in Ephesus, furthering the prestige of this 
city through their r6le in the imperial cult. 

In addition to offices instituted for the purpose of venerating the em- 
perors and their relatives, more were needed for the new Olympian Games 
as well as for the Great Asclepieia, which was another tribute to the intellec- 
tual demands and political considerations of the time.210 Holding these costly 
leitourgiai, the agonothetai furthered their personal fame and that of their 
families in return for covering official expenses. Starting in the second cen- 
tury, the agonothesiai could be held “for life” or “in perpetuity,” which paved 





“IL. Egnatius Victor Lollianus and Carian Aphrodisias,” in L "Afrique, la Gaule, la religion ă l'Epoque 
romaine: Melanges ă la memoire de Marcel Le Glay, ed. Yann Le Bohec (Brussels: Latomus, 1994), 
675-679; and to 242-247 by Xavier Loriot, “Sur la datation du proconsulat d'Asie de L. Egnatius 
Victor Lollianus,” în Splendidissima Civitas: Etudes d'histoire romaine en hommage A F. Jacques, cd. 
Andre Chastagnol et al. (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 1996), 224. 

205. Relatives of the generals: Ț.Ephesos VIL.1, 3059 (early 3rd cent. A.D.). Generals and 
eirenarchai: I. Ephesos VIL.1, 3070 (early 3rd cent. A.D.); III 624 (reign of Macrinus), 645 (c. mid- 
3rd cent. A.D.); VIL.1, 3088 (see preceding note); III 892 (3rd cent. A.D.). 

206. Î.Ephesos VI 2031 (late Hellenistic period), Il 261 (A.D. 41-54). 

207. Î.Ephesos II 642 (the Great Balbilleia, A.D. 132-214), III 618 (the Great Hadrianeia, 
c. A.D. 140), IV 1087a (early 3rd cent. A.D.), III 671 (the Great Victory Games, A.D. 161-180), 721 
(c. A.D. 188-189). 

208. I.Ephesos IV 1105, 1105a (2nd cent. A.D.), V 1604, 1605 (c. A.D. 168-180), IV 1130 
(c. A.D. 174), [LL 616 (A.D. 217-218). The Great Epheseia: 7. Fphesos III 627 = VIL.1, 3056 (A.D. 180-— 
192). 

209. See Glen W. Bowersock, “Greek Intellectuals and the Imperial Cult in the Second 
Century A.D.,” in Bowersock, .Srudies, 296-297 = Le culte des souverains dans l'empire romain, 
Fondation Hardt, Entretiens XIX, 182-183. 

210. Î.Ephesos IV 1114 (late 2nd-3rd cent. A.D.), 1115, 1120 (early 3rd cent. A.D.); VII.2, 4113 
(ard cent. A.D.). The Great Asclepieia: VII.2, 4rorb (A.D. 135). 
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the way for treating them as familial occupations.21! "They were added to other 
prestigious posts held by members of noble families in Ephesus, such as the 
secretaryship and the prytaneia.2!? 

“The gymnasiarchia, another socially prestigious /ertourgia, had always been 
associated with heavy expenses and therefore open to voluntary bidders. Because 
the competition was intense, the “first gymnasiarchs” and the gymnasiarchs “in 
perpetuity” antedated similar officials in other fields of administration.215 Like- 
wise, the gymnastarchia, as well as the agoranomia, could be performed on be- 
half of relatives earlier than is attested for other offices in imperial Ephesus.21+ 
In such circumstances, ambitious locals tried to outdo each other by becom- 
ing the gymnasiarchs of “all the gymnasia” and, as in the third century, of “all 
the gymnasia in succession.” A similar rivalry led to the appearance of “the 
only eirenarches” in Ephesian inscriptions of the early third century.215 

As an important center of learning, which is also witnessed, rather sadly, 
by funerary decrees for students who passed away while pursuing their stud- 
ies, Ephesus was one of the top Sophistic havens of the Greek world during 
the imperial period.216 Many prominent men of learning either were born or 
came to reside there, under such names as “Sophists” or “rhetors” or “phi- 
losophers.”2!7 'The significance of their social status was reflected by referring 
to them as “rhetors,” as on the sarcophagus of T. Claudius Flavianus Dionysios 
from Fphesus.218 Sophists not only occupied positions în city administration 


211. “For life”: 7. Ephesos Il 730 (A.D. 132-—c.200). “In perpetuity”: 7. Ephesos IV 1105, 1105a, 
1105b (2nd cent. A.D.), IV 1130 (c. A.D. 174), 1116 (late 2nd-grd A.D.). See /.Ephesos VIL.r, 3058 
(late 2nd-—3rd cent. A.D.). 

212. Î.Ephesos Il 637 (A.D. 132-214), 671 (A.D. 161-180), VI 2073; VIL.2, 4343 (early rd 
cent. A.D.); IV 1107 (A.D. 235-238); VIL.1, 3072 (c. mid-3rd cent. A.D.). Prytaneia: Î.Ephesos VIL.a, 
3073 (c. late 2nd cent. A.D.); IV 1o87a (early 3rd cent. A.D.). 

213. “The first gymnasiarchs”: 7. Ephesos Il 461 (A.D. 92-93). Gymnasiarchs “in perpetuity”: 
IV 1143 (st-2nd cent. A.D.);, VIL.1, 3066 (early 2nd cent. A.D.); V 1500 (A.D. 115-116). 

214. E.g., I.Ephesos VIL.1, 3066 (early 2nd cent. A.D.). 

215. I.Ephesos II 985 (A.D. 132-214), 980 (A.D. 180-192), 724: “in succession” (reign of 
Gordian I11?). “The only eirenarches”: Î. Ephesos III 8o2 (early 3rd cent. A.D.), VIL.r, 3070 (early 
3rd cent. A.D.), 3071 (early 3rd cent. A.D.), 3088 (honors to the proconsul L. Egnatius Victor 
Lollianus), 3091 (mid-3rd cent. A.D.). 

216. Î.Ephesos VI 2101, 2211. 

217. Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 17-18; Keil, “Vertreter der zweiten Sophistik,” 5-26, with a 
list and discussion. For these names, see esp. Christopher P. Jones, “The Reliability of Philostratus,” 
in Approaches to the Second Sophistic: Papers Presented to the r03th Annual Meeting of the American 
Philological Association, ed. Glen W. Bowersock (University Park, PA: [American Philological Asso- 
ciation], 1974), 12—14. 

218. Î.Ephesos IL 426 with Helmut Engelmann, “Philostrat und Ephesos,” ZPE 108 (1995): 
86-87. See also /.Smyrna 638: an inscription commemorating Pomponius Cornelius Lollianus 
Hedianus as dovăpxnv kai prropa (early 3rd cent. A.D.); TAM V 954: honorific inscription for 
Aurelia Hermonassa, daughter of M. Aur. Athenaios (Thyatira, early rd cent. A.D.). În territories 
ncighboring on Asia: AF 1915, no. 53: an honorific inscription set up by M. Aurelius Torquatus, a 
rhetor at 'Trebenna, a Roman colony in eastern Lycia near Pamphylian Attalea (Roman period); 
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but also served, either directly or through members of their family, as promul- 
gators of old local cults and, more generally, as intermediaries between cities 
and imperial authorities.7!7 One of them, | Tiberius?] Flavius Damianus, prob- 
ably the most distinguished Sophist from Ephesus of all time, hardly ever held 
any office in this city or elsewhere.?% But he became a benefactor of Ephesus, 
unsurpassed in generosity and magnanimity, whose activities exemplified the 
r6les that the men of learning played in the cities of Roman Asia. 

His most famous benefaction, the great portico of Damian, was dedicated 
to his wife, Vedia Phaedra, whose marriage linked him to the illustrious Ephesian 
family of the Vedii. Her father, M. CI. P. Vedius Phaedrus Sabinianus, held the 
same prestigious offices as his adoptive father, M. Cl. Vedius Antoninus 
Sabinus, including the prytaneia, the secretaryship of the people, and the 
asiarchia, as did other male members of the family. Phaedra held the prytanea, 
as did almost all of her known older, contemporary, and younger female rela- 
tions; P. Vedius Papianus Antoninus, probably a brother of Phaedra, was a 
senator and the “agonothetes of the Great Hadrianeia for life and by descent.” 
"The marriage of Damian and Phaedra produced at least three consuls and two 
brides of consuls, revealing how that city's lite further developed into a part 
of the imperial upper class. For this reason, it seems, the “later Vedii” did not 
seek the posts of asiarch or high priest of Asia.%1 

“The connection of the Vedii to the Artemisium went back to earlier gen- 
erations. Phaedra's grandfather Vedius Sabinus and his wife dedicated a gym- 
nasium with a bath to Artemis, Antoninus Pius, and the city of Ephesus. It 
has been argued that the adoptive father of this Vedius Sabinus, P. Vedius 





another inscription for "Forquatus was edited by Christopher P. Jones, “Epigraphica IV-V,” ZPE 
124 (2003): 131-133, who dated it to the last decades of the third century A.D.; 7. Kibyra 67: an in- 
scription honoring Ti. CI. Polemo as piropa dpoTrov (c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.). 

219. Sophists were quite noticeable on embassies to the emperors, but their r6le was not 
preponderant: Fergus G. B. Millar, 7he Emperor in the Roman World (Ithaca: Cornell UP, 1977), 
385; Bowie, 37—38, and his list on pp. 55-57. Sophistication and excellent oratorical skills were hardly 
expected: an honorific inscription for Menippos referred to him as performing various embassies 
on behalf of his city “from his youth” (L.. Robert and ]. Robert, C/aros, 1:69, Il.r0-14, and p. 09: 
late 2nd cent. B.C.), while Plutarch (Praec.ger.reip. 10, 8o5a) described embassy to an emperor as a 
good starting point for one who aspired to a career in politics in the second century A.D. 

220. Keil, “Vertreter der zweiten Sophistik,” 20, suggested that a statue of a priest from 
Ephesus might have been that of Damianus. But in the absence of any further evidence, it is im- 
possible to prove this assumption; see Sheila Dillon, “The Portraits of a Civic Benefactor of 2nd— 
c. Ephesos,” 7RA 9 (1996): 263-204, 273—274. 

221. Portico: Helmut Engelmann, “Philostrat und Ephesos,” ZPE 108 (1995): 77-85; 
Halfmann, Stădtebau und Bauherren, 81-82. Genealogical tables of this family: 7. Ephesos VIL.1 (Bonn: 
Dr. R. Habelt, 1981), pp. 88-90, and, with modifications, Enrica Fontani, “I Vedii di Efeso nel II 
secolo D.C.,” ZPE 110 (1996): 237. For the offices they held: 7. Ephesos VIL.1, pp. 88-90. P. Vedius 
Papianus Antoninus: /.FEphesos III 730. Children of Damian and Phaedra: 7. Ephesos VIL.r, 3081; 
Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 28, 47. "he “later Vedii”: 7. Ephesos VIL.1, p. go. 
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Antoninus, dedicated the temple of Hadrian at Ephesus and that the recipi- 
ents of this dedication were jointly Artemis, Hadrian, and the people of 
Ephesus. "The old link between the cult of Artemis and the veneration of the 
emperor was reinforced by Phaedra's father, who was responsible for the re- 
ception of Lucius Verus in Ephesus in 162, when this coemperor of Marcus 
Aurelius was moving with his army to the east. "The same Vedius Phaedrus 
was involved in the proclamation of the entire sacred month of Artemis as free 
from all work and in the introduction of the Great Artemisia, which took place 
at that time, as well as in posthumous veneration of Lucius Verus in Ephesus, 
thus further advancing the cult of that goddess. All the known benefactions of 
his son-in-law Damian were connected with the Artemisium, such as the great 
portico which was to protect the worshipers from rain and the heat of the sun, 
the new road to the sanctuary, and its new dining hall.2%2 

Information about other Sophists from Ephesus accents various aspects 
of this overall entanglement of local and imperial administration with the pro- 
mulgation of local cults and the veneration of Roman emperors. The second 
most famous Sophist of Ephesus, P. Hordeonius Lollianus, accepted the top 
academic position of his time, the chair of rhetoric at Athens, where he is known 
to have occupied the post of hoplite general. Lollianus's daughter was a priestess 
of Artemis in Ephesus. The rhetor Aurelius Athenaios was also the high priest 
of Asia and the neoforos of the emperor.2% "The rhetor and asiarch 'T. Flavius 
Menander inherited not only his full name but the status and the office of his 
father as well. One of them also served as the secretary of the people. The only 
other known son of the elder Menander was the pryzanis, the gymnasiarch, and 
the secretary of the people as well. He is not referred to as a rhetor or Sophist 
in inscriptions from Ephesus, but since he was a student of Galen, he either 
was one or claimed to be.22* Another Sophist, whose name does not survive, 
committed himself to the cults of Zeus and the emperor by supervising the 
Olympiad and thus renouncing his immunity from /e;tourgiai. Honorific in- 
scriptions for the prytanis Tullia speak of Ephesus as both the “city of wisdom,” 


222. Vedius Sabinus and his wife: 7. Ephesos II 431, 438 (A.D. 160-1612). The temple of Hadrian 
and the identification of its dedicator: Ewyn L. Bowie, “The Vedii Antonini and the "Temple of 
Hadrian at Ephesus,” in X7// International Congress of Classical Archaeology, Ankara and Izmir, 1973, 
ed. Ekrem Akurgal (Ankara: Turk 'Tarih Kurumu, 1978), 2:867-874, who distinguished between 
this temple, which he dated to 117-118 or 118-119, and the one that was built at Ephesus in con- 
nection with the second neokoria of that city. Reception of Lucius Verus: 7. Ephesos III 728; see also 
VIL.1, 3072: another member of this family, Gaius Vedius, was the secretary of the people at that 
time. Benefactions of Damian: Philostr. VS, p. 605; Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 27-28. 

223. P. Hordeonius Lollianus: Philostr. VS, p. 526; and Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 28. His 
daughter: /.Ephesos III 984 (c. A.D. 140). Aurelius Athenaios: 7. Ephesos VIL.1, 3057 (late 2nd-3rd 
cent. A.D.). 

224. Î.Ephesos VIL.1, 3062 (early 3rd cent. A.D.); BMC, Lydia, 116, no. 46. See I.Ephesos IL 
435. For the other son of Menander: 7. Ephesos II 435, 436; VIL., 3062, 3249; Christopher P. Jones, 
“A Friend of Galen,” CO 17 (1967): 311-312. 
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a clear reference to this city as a center of Sophistic, and a place of veneration 
of old deities, such as Zeus and Artemis, as well as of the hero Androclos.75 

The Vedui offer the best example of how the traditional Greek attitude to 
benefactions as a justification for social predominance in the community, which 
had already acquired a familial character before the Romans, developed fur- 
ther in provincial times by maintaining the status of Sophists, officeholding, 
and promulgation of old and new religious cults. Another famous familial bene- 
faction in Ephesus, the Celsus library, was built in honor of Ti. Iulius Celsus 
Polemacanus, a native of the city who, having advanced in imperial service, 
held the proconsulate of Asia in about 106-107. It was endowed by his son and 
completed by his heirs.22% 


225. Î.Ephesos III 826, IV 1063-1064. 
226. I.Ephesos VIL.2, sror-5113, with Halfmann, Srădtebau und Bauherren, 69. 
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Greek Cities under Hellenistic 


and Roman Rulers 


Many principles and features of city administration in Asia Minor survived 
intact from the coming of Alexander till the arrival of the Romans. The same 
words with broad meaning continued to be used, and no administrative ter- 
minology in the strict sense was created. Depending on the perspective adopted 
in a document, offices were classified in more than one way, and officials with 
various kinds of responsibilities could be placed in the same or different cate- 
gories. The Greeks continued to conceptualize city administration not by tech- 
nical notions or fields and levels of administration defined a priori but by 
grouping city offices according to each case. Common people still had access 
to many offices because their expenditures were reimbursed. No permanent 
relations of subordination were ever established among numerous city officials 
because all the important matters continued to be decided by the people's as- 
semblies. "The latter displayed its power by assuming legislative initiative and 
electing temporary commissions that dealt with specific problems and were 
directly responsible to the assembly. The number of city officials who could 
bring forward legislative proposals before the people”s assembly remained 
strictly limited throughout the Hellenistic period. 

Yet important and numerous changes, often interconnected with each 
other, occurred in Greek city administration during the Hellenistic and Roman 
periods. At least some such changes were caused or affected by social and po- 
litical developments. It will be approriate, therefore, to place the evolution 
of Greek city government in Hellenistic and Roman Asia Minor into a broader 
context of the social and political history of this region from Alexander the 
Great to the reorganization of provincia Asia by Diocletian. Following the death 
of Alexander, Hellenistic royal dynasties offered benefactions and made prom- 
ises of benefactions; some of these were familial and “from an early age” and, 
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according to some scholars, a certain number were promised and performed 
by females. "The competition in generosity toward Greek cities among royal 
dynasties,! which was one more reflection of their struggle against each other 
for political dominance over various parts of the Greek world, influenced the 
rise of similar attitudes among local notables with respect to benefactions in 
general and officeholding in particular. "The benefactions of city officials and 
promises of benefactions by officials-to-be increased their chances of being 
elected or reelected. Such promises reflected the needs of Asian cities, but it 
is difficult to consider them as a pressure on wealthy families to hold city of- 
fices in the Hellenistic period.? We can safely suppose, however, that if a per- 
son could afford to make benefactions, he or she was unlikely to occupy city 
offices without making a prior commitment to meet expenses. The way in 
which a city office was held thus depended on the social status of its holder. 

Forms of, as well as words for, beneficiary activities by private individu- 
als and officeholders in Asian cities had been introduced in those cities as a 
result of interaction among themselves and with royal dynasties. The evidence 
for royal generosity considerably antedates similar information about benefac- 
tors from among city residents, undermining the idea that decreasing royal 
generosity was replaced in the second century by that of city dwellers.5 City 
administration had to reach a certain stage of development before it was able 
to absorb practices and vocabulary already used by Hellenistic rulers, whose 
indirect influence on city administration in Asia was limited to shaping what 
came about as a result of internal evolution. 

Familial generosity of city residents was extended to priesthoods in the 
third century (but family priesthoods could certainly have existed earlier than 
that) and to some city offices, such as eponymous offices and /estourgiai, in 
the second. At that time, honorific inscriptions start to mention the bene- 
factions and generous officeholding of the ancestors of honorands. By the 
late second century, the publicly supported idea of emulating noble ances- 
tors paved the way to prominence for young members of notable city fami- 
lies. "The ideal ofa young benefactor, who could well be a young officeholder, 
became a part of everyday life and mentality.* Benefactions and, by exten- 


1. For this competition among royal dynasts, see Gauthier, Cires grecques, 42. 

2. "This is what seems to be suggested by Kleijwegt, “Voluntary,” 66-67, who dealt quite lib- 
erally with inscriptions from the Hellenistic and Roman periods. But see Migeotte, “De la liturgie 
ă la contribution obligatoire,” 274. 

3. Thus Gauthier, Cires grecques, 55-56; Virgilio, “Cittă ellenistica,” 301-302; Sartre, Asie 
Mineure, 65; Jean-Louis Ferrary, “De Pevergctisme hellenistique ă Pevergctisme romain,” in Christol 
and Masson, Actes du X* Congres international d'Epigraphie, 201-202. 

4. Î.Mylasa 110.4—5 (late 2nd cent. B.C.); ..Sestos 1.86-—go (c.132-—120 B.C.). Michael Worrle, 
“Vom tugendsamen Jingling zum “gesteBten” Euergeten: Uberlegungen zum Biirgerbild 
hellenistischer Ehrendekrete,” in Worrle and Zanker, Stadrbi/d und Biirgerbild, 242, 246-249, has 
noted the rise in the number of such decrees in the 2nd cent. B.C. Habicht, “Honoratiorenregime,” 
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sion, officeholding by women, who had already occupied religious offices 
since the third century, also developed in the context of familial generosity. 
Although familial benefactions facilitated officeholding by children and 
women from wealthy families of the city, they also imposed certain limita- 
tions on their public activities. "The number of offices open to them was re- 
stricted, and the need to finance their officeholding and competition from 
other families served to check their ambitions. 

Direct influence of Hellenistic rulers on Greek cities has been discussed 
mostly within the general problem of their legal and political interrelationships. 
Eleutheria and autonomia, the two main words which determined the legal sta- 
tus of Greek cities in this period, were not clearly defined and, in addition, 
changed their meanings over time. "The legal position of Greek cities could 
differ from one Hellenistic kingdom to another as well.” "These considerations 
make it necessary to turn from generalizations to individual cases of royal in- 
fluence on Greek city administration, which has been seen mainly in three areas: 
(1) direct control by royal overseers, generals, and other officials, usually ac- 
companied by the imposition of tribute and the placement of garrisons; 
(2) control over the activity and election of city officials (e.g., the authority of 
the royal generals in Pergamum and Cyrene; the election of foreigners to epony- 
mous positions, such as that of the stephanephoroi in Miletus; and the appoint- 
ment ofroyal priests); and, finally, (3) what Alfred Heuss termed the “eviction 
of inimical princes and their substitution by approved personalities.”6 How- 
ever, direct control of royal officials was possible only in subject cities and 
therefore reflected actual suppression of city administration. Pergamum was 
a royal capital, and the administration of Cyrene was reorganized by the 
Ptolemies, which hardly allows us to consider such cases as representative of 
the râle of royal officials in Greek city administration. As honorable and ex- 
pensive /eitourgiai, the eponymous offices had little if any administrative im- 
portance and were easily accessible to people who had no political rights in the 
city, including foreigners, women, and children. Priestly positions were not 
part of city administration, and therefore neither the appointment of a priest 
nor the establishment of a royal cult could by itself affect the functioning of 
city administration. 





88, noted the rise at that time in the number of decrees displaying “Familienpatriotismus” and 
personal qualities of the honorands. 

5. Mommsen, Staatsrecht, 3:658; Heuss, Stadr, 240-244; Magie, Roman Rule, 57; Orth, 
Machtanspruch, 4—5> 111, 179-180. 

6. (1) Karl Julius Beloch, Griechische Geschichte, 2nd ed. (Berlin and Leipzig: W. de Gruyter, 
1925), 4(1):398—400; Heuss, Stadt, 17-36; Jones, Greek City, 105-107; Preaux, Monde hellenistique, 
2:417—421, 425-428. (2) Beloch, Griechische Geschichte, 4(1):398-400; Heuss, Stadt, 36-47; Jones, 
Greek City, 103-105; Preaux, Monde hellenistique, 2:414—417, 421-422. (3) Heuss, Stadt, 48-68; see 
Orth, Machtanspruch, 185—186. 
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Even administrative changes introduced by Alexander, who :s thought to 
have dealt with Asian cities as he pleased,” concerned only those which resisted. 
When Aspendus in Pamphylia, after offering to surrender, refused Alexander”s 
demands but, apprehending the might of the approaching army, surrendered 
anew, Aspendus had to pay a double payment and a tribute and surrender 
hostages, and it lost the status of a free city by submitting to the control of 
Alexander's satrap. "The city of Soli, which had resisted Alexander's condi- 
tions, and Chios, which had been garrisoned by Pharnabazus and then besieged 
and taken by the Macedonian general Hegelochus, lost their dutonomia.5 Other 
cities were treated differently. The tribute previously paid to the Persian king 
by Ephesus, a city that was free but whose relations with Alexander were far 
from cordial, was redirected by him to the sanctuary of Artemis.” Rhodes, the 
home of Memnon and Alexander's bitter opponent till his victory at Issus, 
received a garrison, in part because of its resistance and in part because of its 
strategic importance for a continuing military campaign in the east. Ilium, 
which welcomed Alexander with open arms, received not only e/eutheria and 
autonomia but also his promises of large donations. 'Lhe Sardians, after giving 
up their city (which was not yet a Greek polis) to Alexander and being granted 
autonomia and eleutheria, had to pay tribute and receive a garrison. Nikias, who 
stayed in Sardis, probably also collected tribute from the surrounding territo- 
ries or from cis-Tauran Asia Minor as a whole.!! Autonomia and eleutheria were 
thus either preserved or granted in return for political loyalty, and the former 
was compatible with the imposition of tribute and placing a garrison in the 
city.I? 

Alexander”s slogan of Jemokratia did not always lead to changes in the 
administration of Asian cities. It served to counterbalance the threat from Persia 
(and was neglected, therefore, when the need receded) and to make coopera- 
tive those Asian cities that resisted him and harbored factional struggles, such 
as Chios.!5 But there is no evidence that Alexander enforced Jemokratia on, 


7. Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic History, 525; Badian, “Alexander,” 38-39; Albert B. 
Bosworth, “Alexander the Great, Part 2: Greece and the Conquered Territories,” in CAH? 6 (1994), 
869. 

8. Arr. 1.27.2-4; Badian, “Alexander,” 49; Bosworth, Conquest, 254-255. Soli and Chios: Curt. 
37.2, 4-1-37. 

9. Arr. 1.17.10. Alexander had to restore exiles (i.e., his supporters who had to leave the city) 
and Jemokratia to the city; see 1.17.9. See Badian, “Alexander,” 45-46; Bosworth, Conquest, 251— 
252. 

10. Curt. 4.5.9, 4.8.12; Diod. 18.8.1; van Gelder, Geschichte der alten Rhodier, 99—100; Hans 
Hauben, “Rhodes, Alexander and the Diadochi from 333-332 to 304,” Flistoria 26 (1977): 311. 

11. Strabo 13.1.26, p. C 593 (Ilium); Arr. 1.17.4 and 7. 

12. See also Martin Ostwald, AUTONOMIA: Its Genesis and Early History ([Chico, CA]: 
Scholars Press, 1982), 28-30. 

13. Albert B. Bosworth, “Alexander the Great, Part 2,” 869; Marcus N. Tod, A Se/ection of 
Greek Historical Inscriptions (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1946-1950), no. 192.4-7 (332 B.C.). 
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and therefore changed the mode of government of, cities that willingly accepted 
his political domination. His attitude toward local political leaders was simi- 
lar. Hegesias remained a tyrant or an influential nobleman in Ephesus, and Ada, 
a woman of the ruling house in Caria who submitted herself to Alexander, was 
restored by him to control over Caria, to which she had been otherwise en- 
titled by her origin. "he situation was the same in other places, such as Eresos, 
whose battle against tyrants was supported by Alexander because this was the 
wish of the city, which otherwise remained loyal to him.1* 

His response to Fresos, in the form of a Jiagraphe, did not set up any 
new legal forms since in this case too a clear division was made between po- 
litical and legal fields: Alexander gave his consent to political change, while 
the city used its own laws.!5 The meaning of fiagraphe, which has been re- 
garded as synonymous with /ragramma, was construed in a very broad sense 
as a “general regulation” which took effect within the existing legal frame- 
work.16% Such regulations could be issued and used by cities themselves and 
clearly coexisted with the laws of the cities.!” Diagraphe, or diagramma, there- 
fore differed from the royal legal decision, or prostagma, which was so much 
hated by Asian cities.15 In cases when the Jiagramma contained laws, it re- 
ferred to a new institution, as, for example, in the “Constitution of Cyrence,” 
which established a new citizen community there, or in the customs laws.!? 
In the case of the “Constitution,” the Jiagramma did not always replace the 
laws because some of the old laws remained in force; and it is not absolutely 
clear how the meanings of the /iagrammata and local laws interrelated in the 
customs laws.2 Alexander's fiagrammata about the restoration of exiles to 
Greek cities coexisted, as general regulations, with city laws which served as 


14. Polyaen. 6.49; Arr. 1.23.7—8; Diod. 17.24.2—3; Strabo 14.2.17, p. C 657. Eresos: OGI 8.I- 
III; cf. [Dem.] 17.7: Alexander expelled Lesbian tyrants but preserved those of Messene. 

15. OGI 8.56-60. John Bert Lott, “Philip II, Alexander, and the Two Tyrannies at Eresos of 
IG XII.2, 526,” Phoenix 50 (1996): 26-40, has drawn conclusions implying that Alexander was 
petitioned by the city and by the expelled tyrants alike. Alexander probably preferred to side with 
the city because the downfall of the tyranny at Eresos was already a fait accompli. But see recent 
discussions by Labarre, Cires de Lesbos, 40-42, and James L. O'Neil, “Royal Authority and City 
Laws under Alexander and His Hellenistic Successors,” CO so (2000): 425, who thought that 
Alexander's decision had the same authority as the laws of the city. 

16. Welles, “New Texts,” 250; Elias Bikerman, “Avoypauua,” RPh 12 (1938): 295, 308, 311— 
312; Habicht, “Hellenistische Inschriften,” 215. 

17. IG XIL.6, 169.3-5 (Samos, c.245—244 B.C.);, IM 15 (1963): 96, no. 2b.5—7 (Miletus, 165— 
158 B.c.), Sy/l.5 1003 = I.Priene 174 (2nd cent. B.C.). See Herrmann, “Neue Urkunden,” 99. 

18. Holleaux, Etudes, 3:205-211; Welles, “New Texts,” 236; Bikerman, “ALdypauua,” 209, 
305; Andre Aymard, “Du nouveau sur Antiochos III Wapres une inscription grecque V'Iran,” REA 
51 (1049), 327, republished in his Etudes d'histoire ancienne (Paris: Les Presses universitaires de 
France, 1967), 212 n.5. Cf. Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic History, 527. 

19. Welles, “New Texts,” 255-257, 256 n.9. 

20. SEG 9, 1 (= Gaspare Oliverio, “Iscrizioni di Cirene,” RFIC, n.s., 6 [1928]: 186-189).37— 
38, 41 (late qth cent. B.C.). See Laronde, Cyrene et la Libye Hellenistique, 85-91, esp. 90-91. 
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the legal basis for interaction between those who had remained in the cities 
and those who returned.?! 

If there were any administrative changes in a Greek city that had e/euzheria 
and autonomia, they came about as natural results of the needs of the city it- 
self. Any evidence we have for administrative changes directly introduced by 
Hellenistic rulers or for their interference in city administration concerns only 
subject communities. One of them, Euromus, had the status of a subject city 
both before coming under the control of Antiochos III and after the Great King 
left Caria following his defeat by the Romans in 189.2 The military alliance of 
Antiochos III with Furomus, concluded shortly after 197, was accompanied 
by the introduction of two new administrative colleges in that city. The re- 
sponsibility of the first, the kosmoi, included control over city fortresses and 
command during military conflicts. The second, the “prostatai of the people” 
(i.€., civil officials), took care of public documents. The two colleges held col- 
lective responsibility for all diplomatic activity of the city and its official cor- 
respondence.2 "The inscription from Furomus does not say anything directly 
about the râle of Antiochos in this important administrative change, though it 
clearly corresponded to his interests in Caria. But even here, certain limits to 
this change were set up: new officials were to be elected annually and propor- 
tionally from the city's phy/as, the city council retained supreme control over 
the city's affairs, new posts could be occupied only once, and the city had its 
own laws.2* Amyzon, centered on the famous sanctuary, dated its documents 
according to the regnal years of the Ptolemies and, later, of Antiochos, who 
placed his overseer over the Artemisium.25 Residents of Amyzon were treated 


21. OGI 2.18-21 with Heisserer, Alexander, 123 (Mytilene), .5y/1.5 306 (Tegea). Cf. de Ste. 
Croix, Class Struggle, 302, who saw these local laws as attempts by Greek cities to present them- 
selves as independent political entities. Pace Sviatoslav Dmitriev, “Alexander's Exiles Decree,” K/;o 
86 (2004): 348-381. 

22. It was still called Philippi when it came into the hands of Antiochos in 198-197 B.C.; see Rob- 
ert M. Errington, “Antiochos III., Zeuxis und Euromos,” EA 8 (1986): 1, 1l.5-9 (= SEG 36, 973-5-9), 
with his commentary on p. 4. An earlier document from Euromus (> SEG 43, 706.3) speaks of how this 
city was taken “without damage” by a general of Philip V, under whose control it remained garrisoned 
(Polyb. 18.44.3—4) from 201 B.C. up until probably the battle of Kynoskephaloi in 197 B.C. În 167 B.C., 
Euromus was attacked as a Rhodian possession by Mylasa; Polyb. 30.5.11-15; Liv. 45.25.11-13. Pace 
Ma, Antiochos III, 161, who concluded that Euromus “was not taken over by Antiochos III but con- 
tracted a full-blown alliance with him through Zeuxis.” Ma's only argument seems to be a reference to 
the symmakhia between Furomus and Antiochos in SEG 43, 707 (after 197 B.C.). However, this docu- 
ment does not refer to the “friendship” (p/i/ia) between them (î.€., what we see in an earlier text from 
Euromus); SEG 36, 973 (with Gauthier, BE 1987, no. 294), dated to 198-197 B.C. in SEG and to August 
or September 197 by Ma. Euromus probably changed its status under Antiochos very quickly, as did 
“Thasos, which had “friendship” with Philip but was soon subdued by him; Polyb. 15.24.1-3. 

23. SEG 43, 707.58, 10-11, 12-13; Gauthier, BE 1995, no. 525, p. 325. 

24. SEG 43, 707.23 (with Gauthier, BE 1995, no. 325, p. 526), 8-10, 15-16. 

25. ]. Robert et L. Robert, Amyzon, 1:118, no. 3.1—2 (273 B.C.);, 124, no. 4 (200-259 B.C.); 
127, nos. 5 and 6 (260 B.C.?). Regnal years of Antiochos: 146, no. 14 (202 B.C.), and 151, no. 15 (201 
B.C.). Overseer: no. 15.20—21. 
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separately from those who lived in autonomous communities. Alinda was gov- 
erned by a royal official. Another subject city, Xanthus, similarly dated its 
documents according to the regnal years of Antiochos and had the cult and 
priest of the king.% But old Greek cities retained their own eponymous offi- 
cials and did not date city documents after regnal years.” 

One way Hellenistic rulers interfered in local administration was by ap- 
pealing to the people's assembly directly.78 But royal representatives could not 
address assemblies in free cities at will without going through administrative 
procedures established in these cities. Demodamas, a Seleucid general, brought 
forward proposals for decrees in honor of members of the royal family before 
the assembly in Miletus either as one of the synedroi (i.€., those who had been 
elected by the assembly and were directly responsible to it) or by submitting 
his request to the council. În a similar fashion, the ambassadors of Ptolemy II 
were introduced to the Milesian assembly by the overseers.” Royal influence 
seemingly did not lead to any substantial changes in administrative practices 
in Miletus, Priene, and Samos, or many other Asian cities. City administra- 
tion could be either left on its own or suppressed. "The latter resulted from 
military action against the city, which followed its refusal to offer political loy- 
alty as well as material and financial support to the ruler, who could not only 
place this city under the control of his officers but was also free to intervene in 
the city administration by changing its laws and controlling the election of city 
officials. "This policy was summed up in one phrase as something self-evident 
by Antiochos's ambassadors to Rome in 193, as Livy put it: “laws are given to 
those who lost the war.” "Phis attitude could be modified, however. 'Lhe same 
Antiochos presented, just as his ancestors had done, freedom (and autonomy) 
and other displays of his benevolence to 'Teos in return for that city's goodwill 
toward him. Soon after the defeat of Antiochos near Magnesia, another Hel- 
lenistic king, Eumenes II, gave the right to use their own laws to the residents 
of Tyraion as a reward for their goodwill toward him.% Favorable change in 


26. Amyzon: ]. Robert and L. Robert, Amyzon, 1:151, no. 15.14-15 (201 B.C.). Alinda: 146, 
no. 14 (202 B.C.) and 151, no. 15.11 (201 B.C.). Xanthus: 154, no. 15b.1-6 (197-196 B.C.). 

27. Eponymous officials: OGI 311 = I.Stratonikeia 501 (323 B.C., i.€., before the foundation 
of'the city); Bickerman, Institutions, 144-145; Robert K. Sherk, “The Eponymous Officials of Greek 
Cities,” ZPE 83 (1990): 249-288, ZPE 84 (1990): 231-295, ZPE 88 (1991): 225-260, ZPE 93 (1992): 
223-272, and ZPE 96 (1993): 267-295. System of dating city documents: ]. Robert et L. Robert, 
Amyzon, 1:97, no. 2 (321-320 B.C.); Î.Stratonikeia 4.15 (Panamara, 198 B.C.). 

28. ]. Robert and L. Robert, Amyzon, 1:97, no. 2.7—10 (321-320 B.C.), with their commen- 
tary on p. 110. 

29. Î.Didyma 479.1—2 (300-299 B.C.); see Louis Robert, “Demodamas de Milet et la reine 
Apame,” BCH 108 (1984), 467-472; 1.Didyma 480.2 (299-298 B.C.); Milet | 3, 139b.17—19, 19-20 
(the ambassadors of Ptolemy II, c.262—260 B.C.). 

30. Liv. 34.57.60. See Ma, Antiochos III, 111-112. Although the meanings of Roman /ibertas 
and Greek eAevBepia could have differed at times (see Welles, “Greek Liberty,” 29—30, 44-45), 
the practice of defining the status of a free community by its possession of legislative rights had a 


295 


GENERAL OVERVIEW 


status and a city's right to use its own laws, therefore, came in return for po- 
litical loyalty, in line with the practice of Alexander and his successors. 

“The influence of Hellenistic rulers on Asian cities can be traced by exam- 
ining simultaneously the developments in their internal administration and 
international activity. Coinage in Greek cities did not necessarily reflect their 
autonomous status. Nor did the establishment of political dominance of a ruler 
over a city always undermine the right of the latter to issue its own coinage, 
and royal coinage could coexist with that of the city.5! However, gaps în both 
legislative activity and coin minting by Miletus, Priene, and Samos during the 
Hellenistic period clearly resulted from political influence on city administra- 
tion. "The absence of decrees, though not of records, for some time after the 
death of Alexander provides another look at the political instability that fol- 
lowed the death of the Macedonian, as we know mostly from literary sources. 
One such piece ofinformation is the so-called declaration of Macedonian mili- 
tary leaders headed by Polyperchon in 319, which revealed the poor state of 
Greek cities in the period after Alexander passed away." În a very similar fash- 
ion, the precarious status of Asian cities during this time can be seen through 
declarations of Greek liberties, issued first in 315 by Antigonos, only to be 
followed by Ptolemy's similar declaration in the following year, and again in 
311, when the autonomy of Greek cities was acknowledged by the Diadochi in 
their attempt to secure a political balance with Antigonos.%% 

Hellenistic rulers” need to compete for the loyalty of Greek cities led to fur- 
ther developments în the late fourth century.5* 'The earliest evidence probably 
comes immediately after the treaty of 311 if we accept the letter of Antigonos to 
the city of Scepsis as establishing a treaty-based interrelationship between cities 
and rulers.5 "Then followed the reciprocal oaths of Ptolemy and Iasus in the 
treaty that they concluded sometime between 309 and 305. 'Lhe oaths sworn 
by Eupolemos, the general of Ptolemy I, to Theangela, and by Aristoboulos and 
Asklepiodotos, representatives of the same king, to Lasus, reveal the same trend.%6 





general character and the Romans applied it in their foreign policy as well; see, e.g., Liv. 25.40.4: 
Marcellus; Polyb. 18.38.5-6 (cf. Liv. 33.13.7-8): Flamininus. SEG 41, 1004.11-13, 15-20 (Teos, 
c.196 B.C.?), and 47, 1745 (> 1.Sultan Dagi 1 393).24-28 (Tyraion, 187-159 B.C.). 

31. Hansen, Arralids, 216-220; Thomas R. Martin, Sovereignty and Coinage in Classical Greece 
(Princeton: Princeton UP, 1985), 220, 226, 241. 

32. Diod. 18.55.24; Heuss, “Antigonos,” 143-144; Richard A. Billows, Antigonos the One- 
Eyed and the Creation of the Hellenistic State (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990), 198. 

33. Diod. 19.61.4, 62.1 with Heuss, “Antigonos,” 150-151; Diod. 19.105.1; OGI 5 (= Welles, 
RC, no. 1 [311 B.c.]), 6 (c.285 B.c.). 

34. Jones, Greek City, 97. 

35. OGI 5 (= Welles, RC, no. 1).51-61 (311 B.C.). 

36. I.lasos 2.47-53 (309-305 B.C.) with Bagnall, Administration, 9o for this dating, and Hans 
Hauben, “On the Ptolemaic Iasos Inscription IGSK 238.1, 2-3,” EA 10 (1987): 3-5 (and n. 1 with 
earlier bibliography): 309-308 B.c.; Robert, Co/lection Froehner, 69-70, no. 52.22—20 (treaty between 
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“The grants of inviolability to cities or parts of their territories, which are known 
elsewhere in the Greek world since the classical period, were particularly fre- 
quent in the Greek east from the 26os to the 18os.* Cities and monarchs also 
referred to each other as “friends.” "The people of Erythrae sent an embassy to 
the newly crowned Antiochos II 'Theos requesting that he confirm the status 
of their city and asking him to act “in a friendly manner” toward them. His 
son, Seleucos II Callinicos, named the people of Miletus among his father”s 
and his own “friends.” "The people of Antioch in Persis praised the Magnesians 
for their “friendship” with Antiochos, who also had “friendship” with Philippi/ 
Furomus, whereas Philip had “friendship” with Thasos. Ziaelas, the king of 
Bithynia, who succeeded Nicomedes in about 255, named the people of Cos 
among the “friends” of his father.38 

When we turn to the internal administration of Greek cities, evidence from 
Miletus, Priene, and Samos refutes the old idea of the growing prominence of 
executive officials at the expense of the council.* "The number of regular offi- 
cials who could present proposals before the people's assembly differed from 
city to city but was always strictly limited. Only the proposals put forward by 
colleges have been documented; none was ever made by a single permanent 
official. Temporary commissioners, elected by assemblies ad hoc, only made 
proposals concerning matters relevant to their election. The situation in other 
Asian cities was similar: neither individual officials nor separate colleges are 
documented as making legislative proposals in Hellenistic Erythrae. All dated 
inscriptions that refer to such proposals in that city contain the same standard 
phrase “the proposal of the generals, prytaneis, and exetastai.”% 

Miletus demonstrates the further sophistication of Asian city administra- 
tion in the third century by the growing number of officials and by the chang- 
ing status of the treasurers. The generals in Priene and Smyrna were becoming 
increasingly engaged in domestic affairs. Division of the responsibilities of such 





the city of Theangela and a certain Eupolemos, late 4th-early 3rd cent. B.C.), with his commentary on 
Pp. 70-77; Î.asos 3.11-15, 21-25, with Hauben's comments. See also the text of the treaty between 
Smyrna and Magnesia by the Sipylus (..Smmyrna 573 = I.Magneisa am Sipylos 1 > Staatsvertrăge II 
492), which refers to Seleucos as one of the parties in the deal (c.245—243 B.C.?). 

37. Kent]. Rigsby, Asyhia: Territorial Inviolability in the Hellenistic World (Berkeley and Los 
Angeles: University of California Press, 1996), 19-22. 

38. OGI 223 (= Î.Erythrai 31 = Welles, RC, no. 15).10-—11 (261-246 B.C.), 227 (= 1.Didyma 
493).9, 13—14 (c.246 B.C.); 229.3 (246-241 B.C.);, 233 (> I.Magnesia 61).48-50 (Antioch in Persis, 
220-193 B.C.); SEG 36, 973 (with Gauthier, BE 1987, no. 294), dated to 198-197 B.C. in SEG and 
to August or September 197 by Ma, Antiochos III, 161; Polyb. 15.24.13. Sy1l.% 436 (= Welles, RC, 
no. 25).17-—22 (Cos, c.240 B.C.). 

39. Busolt, Staatskunde, 1:453; Miller, Vol/ksbeschliisse, 55-57; cf. Swoboda, Vo/ksbeschliisse, 
174175. 

40. Î.Erythrai Loc (c.332 B.C.?), 21 (334-332 B.C.?), 20 (270-260 B.C.), 31 (261-246 B.C.), 34 
(late 4th-—early 3rd cent. B.C.), 111 (c.160 B.C.), 114 (3rd cent. B.C.). See Gaebler, Erythră, 114; 
Engelmann and Merkelbach in 7.Erythrai 1 (Bonn: Dr. R. Habelt, 1972), 83 ad no. 21.1-3. 
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officials as the superintendent of works and the treasurers “of sacral property” 
and “of hallowed property” occurred in Miletus and Samos. The latter also 
introduced new administrative procedures, including the probouleumata of the 
council and the orders to prepare drafts of decrees by the assembly to the 
prytaneis. Although the councils submitted proposals to people's assemblies 
already in the early Hellenistic period, the probou/eumata by the councils are 
documented in Asia only in the early second century.*! "The practice of elect- 
ing temporary commissions directly responsible to the assembly, which finds 
its parallel in contemporary Roman history, demonstrates the importance of 
popular assemblies in Greek cities of Hellenistic Asia." So also do the decrees 
referring to the peoples assembly and its overseers, in Miletus and Samos, and 
to rhetors putting proposals before the assembly, as in Samos.% 

In another display of interconnectedness between internal administrative 
development of Greek cities and their international stance, the energetic leg- 
islation of Miletus, Priene, and Samos in the late third and early second cen- 
turies accompanied marked international activity by these and other cities of 
Asia. “A constant movement of foreign judges from one city to another,” who 
used local laws, suggests that a large number of Asian cities possessed and made 
use of their own legislation.* For example, the judges from Chios negotiated 
in the war between Lampsacus and Parium; Lebedus honored a judge from 
Samos who made his judgment “in accordance with laws and adopted decrees”; 
Smyrna honored judges from Cnidus; Clazomenae sent its judges to Old Colo- 
phon and agreed to the mediation of Cnidian judges in the war that it waged 
against "Temnus; Cnidus itself requested judges from Magnesia.* Colophon 


41. Generals: Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna, 194. Proposals by the council: LSCG 116.2 (Chios, 4th 
cent. B.C.), . Lampsakos 1.4—5 (€.300 B.C.). Probouleumata: I.Erythrai 122.1 (Mytilene, early 2nd cent. 
B.C.); I.Lampsakos 4 (= Syll5 s91 = IGR IV 179 > Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 195-198, 
no. 236€).7-8 (c.197-—196B.C.), 7.10, 28—29, 31—33 (early 1st cent. B.C.);, Milet 13, 152a.1, b.1 (Methymna, 
c.188-167 B.C.) and c.1 (Eresos, c.188-167 B.C.), 1.Jasos 153 (Samothrace, early 2nd cent. B.C.). 

42. Cf. Polyb. 1.63.1-3: a special commission was dispatched by the people to examine the 
treaty with Carthage after the First Punic War. 

43. Î.Magnesia 3 (early 3rd cent. B.C.), 89.70-71 (2nd cent. B.C.), 92b.9 (early 2nd cent. B.C.), 
97-49 and 68 (Leos, c. early 2nd cent. B.C.); SEG 12, 3go with Heisserer, Alexander, 111-117 (Chios, 
c.320 B.C.); I. Pergamon L 18 (c. mid-3rd cent. B.C.), 249 (c. mid-2nd cent. B.C.), Meritt, “Inscriptions,” 
361-362, no. 1 = Maier, Maverbauinschrifien, 1:224-227, no. 69 (Colophon, 311-306 B.C.), and 377— 
378, no. 3 (Colophon, late 4th cent. B.C.); 7.Jasos 33 (Hellenistic period), 41 (c.333—323 B.C.), 54 (late 
qth cent. B.C.), 82.18 (c.270-260 B.C.); Î.Erythrai 24 (c.277-275 B.C.), 29 (270-260 B.C.), 115 (Helle- 
nistic period), 116-117 (Antioch on the Maeander, 2nd cent. B.C.), Gaebler, Eryihră, 116; 1.Mylasa 
104.9 (2nd-cent. B.C.), 634 (Teos, late 2nd-early 1st B.C.). See Swoboda, Vo/ksbeschhisse, 57 (“decrees 
of the people”), 61-62. 

44. Magie, Roman Rule, 101; Robert, OMS, 5:149-150. 

45. Vanseveren, “Inscriptions,” 337-338, no. 10 = Î.Parion T 59 (the war of Lampsacus and 
Parium, late 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.?), Robert, He/lenica, 11—12:204-213, |l.9—11 (Lebedus, late 3rd- 
early 2nd cent. B.C.); 7.Smyrna 578 = I1.Knidos | 231 (late grd-early 2nd cent. B.C.?);, 7. Erythrai 506 
(Clazomenae, 1st half of 2nd cent. B.C.), Peter Herrmann, “Die Stadt 'Temnos und ihre auswârtigen 
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honored several groups of foreign judges sometime in the late third century. 
Priene sent its judges to Colophon, Bargylia, Laodicea, Parium, and some 
unknown city in the third century, and to Eresos and asus in the second; and 
itself received judgment from Rhodes and an unknown city in the territorial 
dispute with Samos, which lasted for the major part of the second century. 
Erythrae sent its judges to Antioch on the Maeander. An unknown Acolian 
city paid honors to judges from Miletus, which also sent its judges to settle 
the dispute between Methymna and Eresos. Diodotes, son of Cleonymos, from 
Erythrae, participated in embassies to "Tenedos, Mytilene, and some unknown 
city, all in the early second century.% "The fact that more than one Asian city 
honored the same personalities as judges demonstrates that the practice of 
interstate arbitration was well established. Such decrees date mostly to the 
time when the evidence for royal mediation concerning various Asian cities 
was diminishing, until it finally disappeared. 

Independent foreign policy was a natural extension of a city's free status. 
It was at the end of the third century that Miletus, Priene, and Samos, as well 
as other Asian cities, minted posthumous Alexanders, while the number of their 
documented embassies to Hellenistic rulers and elsewhere increased dramati- 
cally.* Magnesia on the Maeander offers probably the best example: it sent 
numerous embassies to “kings and other Hellenes” asking them to recognize 
the newly set up festival of the Leukophryenia.”! Other cities also established 
various sorts of contacts outside Asia. Smyrna sent an embassy to Delphi to 





Beziehungen in hellenistischer Zeit,” ZM 29 (1979): 249-271, no. IL.A-B (the war of Clazomenae and 
"Temnus, early 2nd cent.: B.C.); J.K nidos 1 218 = Î.Magnesia 15 (€.221-220 B.C.). 

46. Andre Plassart and Charles Picard, “Inscriptions d'Eolide et d'lonic,” BCH 37 (1913): 
236-238: no. 40; T. Macridy and Charles Picard, “Fouilles du Hicron d'Apollon Clarios a Colo- 
phon,” BCH 39 (1915): 36-37; Robert, OMS, 2:1245—1247. 

47. 3rd cent.: Î.Priene 58 (3rd cent. B.C.), 47, 52, 61, 63 (c.200 B.C.); 2nd cent.: 7. Priene 60, 
53.L, 54; foreign judges in Priene: /.Priene 37-38 (early 2nd cent. B.C.), 42 (€.133—131 B.C.). 

48. I.Erythrai 117 (Antioch on the Macander, around 200 B.C.);, Milet 1 3, 152 (Methymna 
and Eresos, c.188-167 B.C.). Embassies of Diodotes: 7. FEryrhrai 120-122. For him on coins: Robert, 
OMS, 1:469. 

49. Gauthier, Nouvelles inscriptions de Sardes 1], 123-124. See Erich S. Gruen, “The Polis in 
the Hellenistic World,” in Nomodeiktes: Greek „Studies in Honor of M. Ostmwald, ed. Ralph M. Rosen 
and James Farrell (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1993), 353-354, for similar cases from 
other parts of the Greek world. 

50. Miletus: Deppert-Lippitz, Miinzprăgung Milets, 0-92. Priene: Regling, Miinzen, 81-82, 
dated by him to 230-190 B.C., though, as he himself noted, their dating is particularly difficult to es- 
tablish. Samos: Barron, Si/ver Coins, 150-154: from c.210 to c.185 B.C.; Hansen, Arra/ids, 220-221, 
481-482. See also Peter R. Franke, “Die kamnioL-Inschrift von Samos und der oTaTĂp TATpLos,” 
ZPE 54 (1984): 122-124. Other Asian cities: Head, Historia Numorum, 227-228; Morkholm, Parly 
Hellenistic Coinage, 158; Le Rider, “Sur un aspect du comportement monctaire,” 39-51, 54-36. 

51. Syll5 557 (= I.Magnesia 16).30-31 (c.207 B.c.) with SEG 49, 1520; cf. decrees for this 
occasion in ,$y/1.5 554 (Aetolian League) and OG/ 233 (= [.Magnesia 61) (Antioch in Persis, 220-— 
193 B.C.). 
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announce the grant of inviolability by Antiochos II to the temple of Aphrodite 
Stratonikis and the city. Delphi also paid honors to an ambassador from Sardis, 
and the Amphictyonic council in Delphi honored Alabanda.*? In 240-239, 
Miletus made a treaty with the Aetolian League, which included a clause on le- 
gal disputes, and a little later Miletus sent its judges to the city of Stratos in 
Acarnania. The inviolability of "Teos—probably either given or agreed upon by 
Attalos I, the previous ruler over that territory, and reconfirmed by Antiochos 
III in 204-203—was acknowledged by the Aetolians, the Amphictyones in 
Delphi, and the Delphians, as well as Aptera and other Cretan cities.5% Helle- 
nistic rulers also established relations with Greek cities that lay outside the 
boundaries of their dominions. Philetaeros of Pergamum made generous do- 
nations to Cyzicus, and his successor, Attalos I, provided financial support to 
Chios for the building of city walls. Ziaelas, the king of Bithynia, treated as 
“friends” the people of Cos, though at that time the island lay within the bor- 
ders of the kingdom of Ptolemy III, who himself was a “friend” of Ziaelas, which 
emphasized the political importance of the Coan community.** 

Independent foreign policy of Greek cities in Asia Minor, which included 
the right to declare and wage war and to form political and military alliances, 
also became documented in the course of the third century, when the râle of 
Hellenistic rulers in these conflicts was diminishing visibly. A war between 
Parium and Lampsacus, which most likely arose over a border dispute and which 
the judges from Chios tried to quell, occurred in the late third century. The judges 
from Cnidus negotiated in a similar conflict between "Temnus and Clazomenae 
in the early second century.55 "The treaty of peace between Miletus and Magne- 
sia was witnessed by representatives from such Asian cities as Cnidus, Myndus, 
Samos, Halicarnassus, Caunus, Mylasa, 'Leos, and Cyzicus, as well as from other 
Greek cities, namely Rhodes, Athens, Megalopolis, Antigonea, and Patrac. All 
of them had to have the right to use their own laws in order to act as witnesses in 
legal procedures. In that war, Miletus had been allied with Heraclea, and Mag- 
nesia with Priene.5 Evidence for such military conflicts demonstrates, among 


52. OGI 228 (c.261 B.c.); Sy/l.% 548 (Delphi, c.211 B.C.); OGI 234 (Ampbhictyonic council, 
early 2nd cent. B.C.) with Pierre Sânchez, L'Amphictionie des Pyles et de Delphes: Recherches sur son 
râle historique, des origines au II. siccle de notre cre (Stuttgart: F. Steiner, 2001), 355 (n.397): 201— 
200 B.C.; Staatsvertrăge II 564 (Miletus and the Actolian League, late 3rd cent. B.c.); /.Didyma 
487 (c. late 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.?). 

53. „Syll.5 363, 364-565; LW 68b (Teos, c.200 B.C.). See also LW 61, 65, 67, 68a, 68c, 70, 
71,72 

54. OGI 748 (Cyzicus, 280-275 B.C.); SEG 19, 577 (Chios, c.200 B.C.); 511.5 456 (= Welles, 
RC, no. 25).17-—22, 25-26 (Cos, c.240 B.C.). 

55. Vanseveren, “Inscriptions,” 337-338, no. 10 = I.Parion T 59 (Chios's arbitration between 
Lampsacus and Parium, late 3rd-early 2nd cent. B.C.?); Herrmann, “Stadt 'Temnos,” 249-271, 
no. IL.A-B (war of Clazomenae and 'Temnus, early 2nd cent. B.C.). 


56. Sy1l.5 588 (= Milet 1 3, 148).4-21, 58-59, 64-66, 69—73 (c.196 or after 185-184 B.C.). 
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other things, that cities had their own military forces and that military organiza- 
tion constituted a necessary part of city administration. 

Hellenistic rulers were not interested in administrative control over cities 
per se, but not because of their philanthropy or a desire to avoid the finan- 
cial burden that would have accompanied such a policy of total control.* The 
primary interests of these rulers were political, and if political control had 
been established, administrative interference became unnecessary.* The 
growing sophistication of the administration of Asian cities and their rising 
political activity, which reflected the gradual liberation of those cities from 
royal supremacy, became evident before the turn of the third century, which 
was the starting point of “universal history” according to Polybios, when “the 
Romans for the first time stretched out their hands upon the rest and crossed 
with an army into Greece and Asia.” "The earliest contacts between cities of 
Asia and the Romans occurred in the late third century B.C. Closer coopera- 
tion between them came after a few years. "he famous declaration of Greek 
liberty by 'T. Quinctius Flamininus at the Isthmian Games of 196 was im- 
mediately followed by a flow of embassies from Greek cities of Asia Minor 
to Roman authorities. One such city, Lampsacus, documented on stone its 
negotiations with Rome, which allows us to see the wishes of Asian cities. În 
return for their friendship, the Lampsaceni wanted an acknowledgment of 
their status in the treaties between the Romans and Antiochos.* In the wake 
of the first wave of embassies, Menippos from 'Teos went to Rome on behalf 
of Antiochos III and his own city with such success that 'Leos and its country- 
side received the status of sacred and inviolable territory, or in other words 
administrative independence, as well as freedom from tribute, as documented 
in a decree by 'Leos in his honor. "The response of the praetor M. Valerius, 
which we also see in this inscription, looks very similar to those of Hellenis- 
tic rulers: political goodwill of the city guaranteed its legal status and could 
also bring various privileges.60 

“The war of Rome against Antiochos III in 191-189 put the loyalty of Greek 
cities of Asia Minor to the test. At some point during this time, the two Scipio 
brothers wrote down the following words in their letter to Heraclea by the 
Latmus: “We grant to you freedom, as we have also to other cities that have 
surrendered absolutely to us, and we grant to you, keeping all your possessions, 


57. E.g., Bickerman, Jnstitutions, 174. 

38. CE. Elias Bickermann, “Alexandre le Grand et les villes WAsie,” REG 47 (1934): 351- 
352; Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic History, 634-635; Jones, Greek City, 98-99. 

59. Polyb. 1.3.6. This declaration: Polyb. 18.46-47; Diod. 28.13; Liv. 33.32—34. :Sy/l.5 591 
(= IGR IV 179 > 1. Lampsakos 4 = Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 195-198, no. 230€).32—34, 63-67, 
70-71 (negotiations with Lampsacus, €.197-—196 B.C.). Embassies: App. Syr. 2; Polyb. 21.14.1—3. 

60. Syll.3 6or (= IGR IV 1557 = Sherk, Documents, no. 34 > Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 
201-202, N0. 241).19—21, 21-23 (€.193 B.C.). 
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to govern yourselves according to your own laws.” Although Phocaea resisted 
the Romans after the defeat of Antiochos near Magnesia, it bargained to sur- 
render on terms similar to those when it first surrendered to Gaius Livius in 
190. În return for its willing submission, Phocaca received e/eutheria and 
autonomia, which were accompanied by garrisoning and tribute.5 Not only 
was the attitude of the Romans very similar to that of Hellenistic rulers, but 
the terminology of their interrelationship with Greek cities was essentially the 
same. Similarities with the Hellenistic period resulted from the continuing 
preoccupation of Asian communities with either preserving their status in the 
case of free cities or gaining a more favorable one if the city was not free. Di- 
rect alterations in the administration of Greek cities followed upon changes in 
their status, which could have several causes, such as bringing a colony into 
the city or giving it a new “constitution.” "The constitution of Rhegium looks 
“suspiciously Roman” because Octavian sent large masses of Roman settlers 
there after the Sicilian war, thus effectively refounding the settlement. But 
Roman colonies in Asia were too few to speak of them as an established form 
of Roman intrusion into Asian city administration.6 "The grant of Roman citi- 
zenship, as, for example, to Neapolis, also changed the system of city admin- 
istration. However, the effect of the grant of Roman citizenship was much less 
in the Greek east than in many other parts of the Roman world.* Although a 
growing number of Roman citizens participated in the administration of Asian 
cities from the first century A.D. on, the r6le of these people was conditioned, 
first of all, by their citizenship in the city and membership in a local family. 

A generally peaceful situation in Asia, which came into Roman hands ac- 
cording to the wishes of its last king, allowed it to avoid Roman reorganization 
of the kind carried out in neighboring Bithynia.65 It still remains uncertain if 
and when the Romans established a /ex provinciae for Asia. "The until recently 
unpublished text that allegedly refers to the /ex provinciae Asiae% îs an honor- 
ific decree for Menodoros, the son of Metrodoros, from Pergamum in the late 


61. Syll.3 618 (= Sherk, Documents, no. 35).10—r2 (190 B.c.) with Sherk's commentary on pp. 
200-201. See Michael Worrle, “Inschriften von Herakleia am Latmos, I: Antiochos III., Zeuxis 
und Herakleia,” Chiron 18 (1988): 429-430: 189 B.C. 

62. Liv. 37.32.09, 14; cf. App. Syr. 22, 25. See also Donald W. Baronowski, “The Status of 
Greek Cities of Asia Minor after 190 B.C.,” Hermes 119 (1991): 460-461. Garrisoning and tribute: 
Polyb. 21.6.1; Liv. 37.9.2, 32.14. See Rainer Bernhardt, “Die Immunitas der Freistădte,” Historia 
29 (1980): 196-201. 

63. Bowersock, Augustus, 81 (with n.8); Strabo 6.1.6, pp. C 258-259. See Levick, Roman 
Colonies, esp. p. 79 on the duumziri as chief magistrates of Roman colonies in Pisidia; Mitchell, 
Anatolia, 1:86-98. 

64. Cic. Ba/. 8.21; Holtheide, Romische Biirgerrechtspolitik, 5. 

65. Cf. MacMullen's definition of Romanization (Changes, 57): “the Romans” power to make 
the conquered into their own image” with reference to Tac. Agric. 21. Can this definition, although 
very general and therefore broadly applicable, be used for Asia, which was not conquered by Rome? 

66. Worrle, Stadt und Fest, 96 n.95. 
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second century B.C.% Another suggestion for existence of the the /ex provinciae 
Asiae has been the /ex Cornelia, which Peter ]. Rhodes put in the same group 
with what “may be part of the Roman /ex provinciae for Lycia-and-Pamphylia” 
and the /ex Pompeia for Bithynia.S It could well be that with the territorial 
extension of provincia Asia as a result of the Mithridatic wars,% the /ex provinciae 
was modified or replaced with a new one. But even if Asia had its /ex provinciae, 
it is hard to say anything definite about the character of this regulation” or to 
what extent it affected the administration of all Greek cities that lay within 
the borders of provincia Asia.”! 'The cities of Asia, whose former ruler be- 
queathed them to Rome, probably setting up certain conditions with respect 
to their status, therefore retained many basic principles and features of social 
and administrative organization under the Romans: the administration of 
Pergamum and some other individual cities is thought to have been placed 
outside the governor's jurisdiction.”? 


67. Worrle, “Pergamon um 133 v. Chr.,” 544, ll.13—15: kai Mnv65wpos kai ueră TauTa 
ev Tâ kaTă Th Pwpaiknv vouoBedav Povăevrnpiut yevâuevos dă Th 1rpos Tv TaTpiSa 
ewvoLav TONE Tv ovubepvruv gywvipynoev dei vyri kai kaBapăw exTiOeuevos kploiw 
KTA. (late 2nd cent. B.C.) and the commentary on pp. 565-571: Boris Dreyer in 7. Metropolis | (Bonn: 
Dr. R. Habelt, 2003), 82 n. 326 (on p. 83), 84 (n. 333). 

68. Rhodes and Lewis, Decrees, 546, with reference to Sherk, Documents, no. 65iii; cf. IGR 
IV 1188 (Sedi-Keui, imperial period?) and Plin. Ep. 10.79, 114-115 (Bithynia). Cf. Lintott, Impe- 
rium Romanum, 28: “lex Cornelia regulating elections in the province of Asia in the Augustan pe- 
riod, which may be part of a more general provincial ordinance.” 

69. E.g., Adrian N. Sherwin-White, “Roman Involvement in Anatolia, 1607-88 B.c.,” 7RS 
67 (1977): 69; Jean-Louis Ferrary, “Rome et les cites grecques d'Asie Mineure au II siecle,” in 
Bresson and Descat, Cires 4'Asie Mineure, 105. For a summary of opinions about when Caria joined 
the province of Asia, see Christian Marek, “Karien im Ersten Mithridatischen Krieg,” in Are 
Geschichte und Wissenschafisgeschichte: Festschrifi fir Karl Christ zum 65. Geburistag, ed. Peter 
Kneissel (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1988), 286 n. 4. 

70. A discussion by Worrle, Stadt und Fest, 77100, has offered no solution to this problem. 
It looks, however, that at least some such general regulations had no retroactive validity and, there- 
fore, did not concern offices and other administrative features that were already in place. E.g., the 
famous “Demosthenes” inscription” from Oenoanda says that the newly established agonothetes will 
have the same rights as the priest of the Augusti according to the laws about election and that ad- 
ministrative changes introduced by Roman governors concerned only offices which had been es- 
tablished after the “codifications of laws,” i.e., most likely /eges provinciarum;, Worrle, Stadt und 
Fest, 14 (> SEG 38, 1462), Il.91-92 (kai Tov dwv Sikalwv TăvTwv, kaBă kai 74) lepei Tv 
XepaoTâv vmăpxe! kaTă Tovs rep Tov dpxarpeotâv voluovs]) and rro-—r11 respectively 
(Oenoanda, A.p. 125 or 126). Both offices were established only in the Roman period, and it is hard 
to say if the “laws about election” had any effect on city offices that survived from the pre-Roman 
period. 

71. Cf. the absence of any reference to the /ex provinciae Asiae in the most recent discussion 
of leges provinciarum by Burton, “Roman Imperial State,” 265. 

72. See OGI 338 with Sherk, Documents, no. 11 (c.133 B.C.); App. Mithr. 34 with Haensch, 
Capita Provinciarum, 315; Jones, Cities, 57-58; Christian Mileta, “Zur Vorgeschichte und Enstehung 
der Gerichtsbezirke der Provinz Asia,” K/io 72 (1990): 436-470; Kallet-Marx, Hegemony to Em- 
pire, 111; Burton, “Imperial State,” 206. 
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“This situation could change with time though. Our evidence points to a 
gradual decline of the importance of the status of Greek cities of Roman Asia 
Minor. "The administration of such cities became more open to the authority 
of the governor. At the beginning of the Principate, the people of Assus swore 
an oath of loyalty to the newly enthroned Caligula, obviously for the purpose 
of maintaining or improving the status of their city. Pliny in his letters did not 
forget to mention the status of the communities he was dealing with. At the 
end of this period, Traianus Decius and Herennius Etruscus confirmed the 
status of Aphrodisias as a free city."% However, the Romans came to treat Greek 
communities in the same way irrespective of their status. The famous edict of 
P. Fabius Persicus concerned financial affairs and public /errourgiai in Ephesus. 
Vespasian has been suspect of exercising unprecedented supervision of the 
finances of Lycian cities. The end of the first century witnessed an increase 
in the number of documents referring to similar cases in colonies, which by 
their nature were free from a governor”s control. The governor of Galatia 
and Cappadocia, L. Antistius Rusticus, regulated the finances of the Colonia 
Antiochensis. Pliny noted, with some surprise, that the colony of Apamea was 
eager, although seemingly with certain reservations, to undergo his audit.7* 

In what looks like a further extension of this general trend, from the second 
century A.D., texts from Asia and other Greek-speaking provinces start mention- 
ing the correctores of free cities.75 Dio referred to the rescript of the Roman pro- 
consul to Prusa, regarding the administration of city finances, and, in a very clear 
statement, advised his fellow citizens to discuss their financial controversies in 
the absence of the proconsul, “for he will inquire into the public problems him- 
self, even if you wish to prevent him.” Roman regulations that were aimed at 
the decrease of city expenses were intended to be universally applied. Ulpian 
was reflecting this general trend when he enumerated among the duties of the 
proconsul control over building activities of provincial cities, over resources al- 
located for such activities, and over officials în charge of them.7* Governors might 


73. I.Assos 26 (reign of Tiberius); Plin. Ep. 10.47-48, 92-93; Reynolds, Aphrodisias, xv—xvii 
and 140-143, N0. 25.11—12 (A.D. 250-251). 

74. Î.Ephesos la 17-19 (c. A.D. 44); Magie, Roman Rule, 530, with reference to IGR III 507, 
659; AE 1925, no. 126 (Colonia Antiochensis = Antioch-near-Pisidia, c. A.D. 92 or 932). Plin. Ep. 
10.47-—48; see 10.18.1, 54.1. 

75. Philostr. VS, pp. 536 and 548; Plin. Ep. 8.24.2; Epict. Diss. 3.7. See also IGR III 6 
(Nicomedia, late 2nd cent. A.D.), 174 (Ancyra, c. A.D. 140-141), 704.1 (Cyana, c. mid-2nd cent. 
A.D.), and PIR? C 821: Tib. Claudius Callippianus Italicus XoyLoTis kai eravopdwTis Tov 
eXevbe puv 1rOXewv (early 3rd cent. A.D.). Cf. Cartledge and Spawforth, Fe//enistic and Roman Sparta, 
1şo: the earliest such instance documented in Sparta belongs to the reign of Hadrian; the other 
three come from the 3rd cent. 

76. Dio Or. 45.6, 48.2. Cf. Cic. Ad Ar. 6.1.15, 2.5, Ad Qu.fr. 1.25; Mitteis and Wilcken, 
Grundziige, 1(2):175—177, N0. 149 (Hermopolis, A.D. 114-117). Roman regulations: FIRA E 49.29— 
31 (SC de sumptibus ludorum gladiatorum minuendis, A.D. 176-177); 1. Ephesos la 7.53—56, 17—19.d.2— 
9 (c. A.D. 44). Ulpian Dig. 1.16.7.1. See also Burton, “Proconsuls,” 102-105. 


304 


GREEK CITIES UNDER HELLENISTIC AND ROMAN RULERS 


have taken part in the meetings of the city council, convened popular assem- 
blies, and controlled local jurisdiction. Evidence for proconsular approval of the 
assemblies” decisions is known în both Asia and neighboring provinces.7 At the 
same time, nonfree cities could receive individual favors such as an enlarged 
council and the right to collect certain revenues and to host the governor”s court, 
which brought financial benefits and legal advantage to residents of such cities.78 
Nor did the coinage of Greek cities indicate their status. "The presence or ab- 
sence of city coinage could have more to do with the ambition of local notables 
than with the status of the city, since supervision of coinage was a /eitourgia. 
Probably cities requested Roman permission to mint their own silver coinage, 
while minting bronze was quite widespread in cities of different status.” 

“The claim of free cities for legal autonomy similarly fell out of use, largely, 
it seems, because this autonomy was also conditioned by their political loyalty. 
An honorific inscription from Claros praised Menippos for having defended the 
right of Colophon to use its own laws even in cases involving the Romans. A 
proconsular letter to Chios shows that the right of its people to try Romans by 
local laws was a result of Chios”s loyalty to Rome in the Mithridatic wars. Colo- 
phon is thought to have had a similar right in the late Republican period as well. 
However, Augustus took away the freedom from “certain of the cities which had 
treaties with Rome, but were on the road to ruin through their lawlessness,” and 
Emperor 'Liberius deprived Cyzicus of its freedom on the ground that this city 
had thrown several Roman citizens into prison. It is difficult to judge the posi- 
tion of those arrested; they were probably Greek natives of Cyzicus who had 
received Roman citizenship as a grant. Cyzicus obviously tried to exercise its right 
as a free city to apply its own laws to all residents. Something similar happened 
to the Rhodians who crucified several Roman citizens and were deprived of 
their freedom by Claudius. Rhodes was finally reduced to provincial status, 
like Byzantium and Samos, by Vespasian. A little later, the free and confederate 
city of Amisus in Bithynia asked Pliny for permission to establish a benefit soci- 
ety, though, as follows from 'Trajan's response to Pliny, the status of that city 
made such a request unnecessary.80 


77. Stahl, Imperiale Herrschafi, 84. Swain, Hellenism and Empire, 240, referred to Dio Or. 45.15 
(the governor convenes popular assembly in Prusa) as an example of a governor's interference in 
the internal affairs of an Asian city. But Prusa was not a free city at the time. Cf. SHA Carac. 6.2: 
Caracalla convened the people of Alexandria in the gymnasium, though Alexandria might have been 
a special case. Local jurisdiction: Ulpian Dig. 1.16.6.pr.-1; Jones, Greek City, 122. Proconsular 
approval of the assemblies” decisions: Magie, Roman Rule, 1504 n.29. 

78. Dio Or. 44.11, 45.7; Cf. 33.15, 41.33. 

79. Levy, “Etudes” (19o1), 364; Chapot, Province, 346; Harl, Civic Coins, 27. See Robert, 
Hellenica, 11-—12:59-60, for this permission; Levy, “Etudes” (1901), 362-363, for silver and bronze 
coinage; cf. Liv. 45.29.11: Roman arrangement for Macedonian cities after the defeat of Perseus. 

80. Colophon: L. Robert and ]. Robert, Claros, 1:63, 1l.27—31, and p. 87 with n.161 (late 2nd 
cent. B.C.); Jean-Louis Ferrary, “Le statut des cites libres dans P'empire romain â la lumicre des 
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In spite of such evidence, direct Roman influence on the administration 
of individual Greek cities of provincia Asta is hard to determine. "The Romans 
gave grants of a/eitourgesia (i.€., freedom from /e:tourgiai) and interfered in city 
finances to relieve city budgets from heavy expenses either by entrusting costly 
duties as /etourgiai to the ephebes or by putting pressure on those who had 
promised benefactions but were slow to deliver or by taking care of city bud- 
gets directly.5! However, în all such cases, and not many of them are known 
apart from what we see in Bithynia, the administrative system itself remained 
essentially the same, as did its terminology, laws, and regulations. "The offices 
of the bou/o- and polhitographos in Asia Minor were established in Bithynia and 
Galatia, which were reorganized and urbanized by the Romans; dual supreme 
city magistrates were introduced in the cities of Africa and Bithynia, and city 
councils set up by Septimius Severus in the Egyptian metropoleis were mod- 
eled after the Roman senate.% However, Asian cities did not have the bou/o- 
and pohtographoi, and duality of the supreme city office was extremely rare and 
mostly concerned newly organized and reorganized communities. "The councils 
of Asian cities differed from those in the west as well. Some of the new offices in 
the cities of Roman Asia in fact represented continuations of pre-Roman trends: 
the offices of the /ogistar, ek- and syndikoi, timetai, and eirenarchai had their pre- 
decessors, though not necessarily under the same names, in preprovincial times, 
which were modified and adjusted to the needs of Greek cities in the imperial 
period. Other offices, such as those of the nyctostrategoi and dekaprotoi as well as 
some of the /ogistai, made their debut only under the Romans. But they likewise 
emerged in other parts of the empire and therefore their appearance in Asia 
merely reflected what was a general process. The JePaproto:, however, were 
likely to have existed in pre-Roman times—though there is no direct evidence 
for these officials prior to the Romans—and to have become institutional- 
ized only in the imperial period. Certain cities in Asia employed not the 
eirenarchai but the old generals epi tes choras, and not the Jogistai but the 
epimeletai of public lands. Such evidence serves to prove that the extent and 
forms of Roman influence differed from place to place and depended also 
on the level of administrative development in pre-Roman times. 
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“The appearance of new offices in various regions of Asia Minor cannot 
thus be explained only by the geographical proximity of these regions.5 Nor 
is it possible to speak about such changes as reflecting the growing uniformity 
of city administration throughout the empire, because all new offices in Asia 
had three limitations: chronological, geographical, and functional. They only 
appeared late, either at the end of the first or at the beginning of the second 
century. "The esrenarchai were known almost solely within Asia Minor,S and 
the nyctostrategoi have been documented only in a part of Asia, while the bou/o- 
and pohtographoi existed in Bithynia and Galatia but not in Asia. And all these 
offices were used for either policing or advocating the rights of Greek cities or 
auditing their finances—or, in other words, for maintaining public order and 
political stability. "Their appearance did not bring uniformity to city adminis- 
tration in the province of Asia. But it created a certain uniformity in relations 
between Greek cities and Roman authorities: the choice of Aristides as an 
eklogeus by Smyrna was confirmed by the provincial governor, in the same 
fashion as appointments of the errenarchai in other places.55 

None of these new offices was administratively important. Many, if not all 
of them, were mentioned as distinct from city archai, as was the office of ek kos 
in Aphrodisias, Ephesus, and Pergamum, the paraphylake in Aphrodisias and 
Idebessus, and the Jekaprotesa in various Greek-speaking provinces. However, 
as in the case of old city offices, more than one approach to new offices was 
possible: honorific inscriptions could include them in the number of archai.5 
Such new offices were costly /ertoureias, and their holders were regularly praised 
for meeting official expenses and making various sorts of benefaction when in 
office.8 For this reason basic features of these offices were similar to those 
leitourgiai which survived into the imperial period from earlier times. "They 
could be performed more than once as well as “for life” and “in perpetuity” 
and also simultaneously with other offices. [hose who did not have political 
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period). 
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rights in the city, such as children, women, and foreigners, including the Ro- 
mans, had access to these offices as well. The honor and responsibilities of such 
officials were separated: titles and distinctions of these officials could be given 
as honors to various individuals who were not obliged to actually hold offices. 
“A hierarchy among chief magistrates,” another alleged main consequence 
of the Roman domination over the Greek world, existed only either inside 
colleges or between city officials and “the technical staff,” such as teachers, 
epimeletai, secretaries, heralds, and others.5 Like other parts of the Greek 
world, Asia experienced no break between administrative practices in the pre- 
Roman and Roman periods.% Because new offices developed and administra- 
tive changes occurred only two hundred years after the coming of the Romans, 
these developments cannot be simply ascribed to deliberate Roman influence 
on Greek cities. 

Before and after the foundation of the province of Asia, the Romans pre- 
served or granted free status to Asian cities in return for their loyalty in the 
wars against various enemies of Rome.” In a similar fashion, support for un- 
successful claimants to the throne, also a display of political disobedience, could 
cost Greek cities their e/eutheria and autonomia or lead to a change in their 
political regime. Augustus sent Athenodoros to his native city of Tarsus with 
the task of removing the Antonian tyrant and reorganizing the administration 
of the city. Marcus Aurelius forbade games and public meetings, including as- 
semblies of every kind, to the Antiocheans because they had supported the re- 
bellious Cassius. For the same reason, Septimius Severus deprived Byzantium 
of its status of city and put it under the control of the Perinthians, after having 
dealt in a similar fashion with Antioch, which he gave to the Laodiceans. This 
emperor likewise punished Nicaea, also for having supported his rival Pescennius 
Niger. In the latter case, it was allegedly Nicaea's hatred of its neighbors which 
made that city side with Pescennius Niger and, therefore, lose its status in the 
end.” 

It comes as no surprise at all that the Romans also looked suspiciously at 
internal strife that endangered political stability. Rescripts of Roman procon- 
suls to the cities of Magnesia, Ephesus, and Pergamum show how attentive 
the Romans were to any display of popular discontent.”? Riots, which often 
began as protests started against the rich, could quickly become political. 


88. See Nigdelis, Pof/iteuma kai Koinonia, 412—414. 

89. For this development elsewhere: 'Touloumakos, “Der Finfluss Roms,” 152-154. 

go. Philip V: Polyb. 18.47.10-13; Liv. 7.12.4. Antiochos III: S/1.5 618.10-12 (190 B.c.); Polyb. 
21.46.12; Liv. 38.39.7-17. Achaean League: Paus. 7.16.9. Mithridates: $y//.5 785 (= IGR IV 943 
= Canali De Rossi, Ambascerie, 314, no. 351).13—16 (c. A.D. 5-14). 

91. Bowersock, Augustus, 39; SHA M.Ant. 25.9; D.C. 75.14; Hdn. 3.6.9; Ziegler, “Polis in 
der romischen Kaiserzeit,” 91. See Hdn. 3.2.7-9. 

92. I.Magnesia 114.6-—9 (early 2nd cent. A.D.); J.Ephesos Il 215 (late 2nd cent. A.D.); IGR IV 
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During one such riot, the residents of Hadrumetum in Africa attacked the then 
proconsul of this province, who would later become emperor Vespasian; a riot 
in Judaea led to the murder of the Roman governor.% Social organizations, 
particularly newly established ones, could easily get out of hand and thus re- 
quired permission for their formation. A special senatusconsultum authorized 
the organization of the youth in Cyzicus. "The establishment of the gerousa in 
Apamea took place after imperial sanction. A similar sanction for the gerousa 
in Lycian Sidyma came from the proconsul C. Pomponius Terentianus. Pliny 
asked 'Trajan for permission to establish a fire brigade at Nicomedia and a 
benefit society at Amisus. Proconsuls are known to have consented to a request 
for holding assembly, as in Prusa.% In the west, the statute of the Municipium 
Flavium Irnitanum in Spanish Baetica contained a separate provision forbid- 
ding anyone to participate in an unlicensed gathering or to hold a meeting of 
a society or college or to conspire to hold one. A similar clause constituted part 
of another Spanish charter, from the Colonia Genetiva in Urso.%5 

“Political correctness” was therefore vital for the status of the city and for 
the preservation of its administrative system. Dio praised the people of Prusa 
because they excelled in their “orderly behavior.” The famous phrase of 
Plutarch about the foot of the Roman above the heads of Greek politicians 
served as one more reminder to the Greeks of the need to be moderate in pub- 
lic life.% Both Plutarch and Dio noted, reflecting what must have been a sad 
observation of many educated Hellenes, that the Romans kept watch over the 
Greeks as “naughty children.” The secretary calmed down popular fervor in 
Ephesus by noting that such behavior might lead to proconsular intervention, 
apparently saying nothing extraordinary for the Greeks in the imperial period. 
Local turmoil had similar results in the west, including Italy, where, after the 
clashes between the inhabitants of the colonies of Pompeii and Nuceria, Nero 
forbade any gatherings in Pompeii for ten years and also those organizations 
that were set up contrary to the law.” 

One would not do justice to the Romans if one suggests that Roman rule 
was by itself inimical to Greek Jemokratia, whatever the latter word may have 
implied in the Roman period, or suppressive of the Greek autonomia (i.e. basi- 
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cally the right of the city to use its own laws). Administrative independence 
did not necessarily have to be accompanied by political independence. "The idea 
that the Romans promoted oligarchic or timocratic constitutions works only 
for those Greek cities that were either founded by Rome or reorganized be- 
cause of various political reasons.% In these cases, the Romans could have laid 
down their own principles and regulations for city administration, though even 
new Roman foundations in the east were modeled after Greek examples.% But 
for the rest, similar to Hellenistic rulers, Rome was not interested in changes 
in Greek cities.!% Provided cities ensured political and social stability, paid 
taxes, and contributed levies as well as transport, ammunition, provisions, and 
other military necessities, Rome refrained from interfering in their internal 
politics and administration. "The refusal of 'Trajan to send a centurion and a 
military detachment to luliopolis reflected the basic Roman principle of non- 
interference unless necessary, as well as Rome's typical unwillingness to cre- 
ate precedents.!0! Trajan's general prescription to follow the laws and customs 
of Greek cities embodied the proverbial Roman respect for local customs.!% 

“The correspondence between Pliny and 'Trajan also contains evidence 
about how painstakingly the Romans elaborated their administrative system, 
always keeping an eye on local traditions and earlier regulations. Pliny himself 
dealt with cases of the restitution of birthright on the basis of Domitian”s let- 
ter to Minicius Rufus and decisions of earlier proconsuls. Likewise Pliny re- 
ferred to the Augustan law and the edict of a former proconsul when answering 
questions about election to city councils, as well as to the laws of Pompey and 
Augustus when dealing with various problems of provincial life in Bithynia.105 
He also asked 'Trajan for the latter”s opinion, implying that the emperor”s view 
could be used to modify existing practices. But even in Bithynia, and prob- 
ably in other Greek-speaking provinces reorganized directly by the Romans, 
the Romans found it possible to make certain administrative concessions to the 
loyal locals. Augustus modified the Pompeian rule by allowing those who had 
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reached only the twenty-second year of age to hold “minor offices,” obviously 
in the interests of the ruling €lites of Bithynian cities.1% Trajan opposed Pliny 
when the latter wanted to establish entrance fees for all city councilors, not 
only for those elected “in excess of legal number,” as well as to force public 
loans on those who were considered to have enough resources to carry this 
burden în spite of their unwillingness to accept it.!% Significantly, Augustus 
and 'Trajan reasoned by appealing to local customs, even though Bithynia was 
a province that had been reorganized by the Romans. 

Examples of direct Roman intrusion into the affairs of Greek communi- 
ties in Asia Minor are rare. Generalizations about Roman interference often 
rely on specific cases, such as the stipulation of Q. Mucius Scaevola, the gov- 
ernor of Asia in the early first century B.C., that Greek cities should settle their 
disputes according to their own laws.1% Scaevola certainly only referred to the 
old practice of Greek cities of choosing a third state as an arbiter in their dis- 
pute.!% Even free cities approached the king to settle their disputes, and often 
the king asked some third city to be a judge. Antigonos confirmed the choice 
of Mytilene as arbiter-city by Lebedus and 'Teos and clarified his right to ap- 
point an arbiter-city if contradictions arose with respect to legislative drafts. 
Lysimachos arbitrated between Priene and Samos; Antigonos III was asked to 
resolve a conflict between Messene and Sparta, and Ptolemy VI settled a dis- 
pute between Gortyn and Cnossus. The râle of the king in the appointment 
of the arbiter-city is so well documented that similar activity by the Romans 
has been considered an imitation. 198 

“The introduction ofthe new calendar in Asia in 9 B.C., which has also been 
seen as a display of Roman interference in the inner life of Asian communi- 
ties, did not have any noticeable effect on the metropoleis of Asia. "The latter, 
such as Ephesus, appear to have retained their old calendars. "The situation in 
Asia may have been similar to that in Hellenistic Egypt, where documents 
dealing exclusively with city administration were dated in a different way from 
those concerning royal authorities, hardly by itself a proof of alteration in city 
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administration.! Further evidence about direct Roman interference in Greek 
city administration has been sought in the edict of L. Antonius Albus, the pro- 
consul of Asia in about the mid-second century A.D. Because Ephesus was one 
of the main customs cities of the province of Asia, the regulations imposed by 
Albus probably dealt with customs duties and therefore did not concern the in- 
ner administration of the city.110 As a similar example from outside Asia one might 
refer to the law of Hadrian that forbade the Athenian city councilors to engage 
in tax-farming.!!! Hadrian's law did not seem to affect the administration of 
Athens, and it is difficult to say if this law had any effect elsewhere. 

“The establishment of new religious cults, including those of emperors and 
members of imperial families, was another natural development when Greek 
cities had to deal with monarchical powers. Forms and rituals in such cults 
were influenced by Hellenistic royal cults that are thought to have been much 
more numerous and sophisticated than those of the emperors and their rela- 
tives.!12 The Hellenistic period also saw the introduction of many local priest- 
hoods of the state and of the kings as well as ofthe members of royal families. 115 
“These priests and high priests were appointed directly or under the supervi- 
sion of sovereigns.11+ "The cult of Rome has been considered a “kind of substi- 
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tution for the Hellenistic ruler cult” and “a return to the form and nomencla- 
ture of political dependence” familiar to the former subjects of Hellenistic 
rulers. It was obtained in the same way as the cult of Lysimachos in Priene, 
that is, upon a request from the city.!15 "The association of the veneration of 
the ruler with local deities also came down from Hellenistic times.116 Religious 
officials introduced in the Roman period could be very prominent in Greek city 
administration. '[he neoForos in Smyrna presided over the people's assembly and 
therefore could convene and dismiss it. În a similar fashion, the priest of the 
Augusti at Oenoanda had the right to put proposals to a vote at the people's as- 
sembly and, by extension, to convene and dissolve it.1!7 But the establishment 
of such officials reflected Roman political domination; their role in administer- 
ing Asian communities was secondary to their political significance. 

However, the development of new religious cults in Greek cities of Roman 
Asia Minor differed in at least two important ways from what we saw in the 
Hellenistic period. One such difference was the entanglement of these cults 
with the rising competition among cities of Asia, especially its metropoless. 
Direct information, such as the letter of Antoninus Pius concerning the titles 
of Ephesus or remarks by Dio and Aristides, can be easily supplemented with 
indirect evidence, namely about the steps undertaken by Asian cities in their 
rivalry with one another. It was probably in response to the neokoria granted to 
Ephesus by Domitian that at that very time a theory of Smyrna's refoundation 
by Alexander started to be promoted. The Pergamenes retaliated by referring 
to themselves as “the first neokoroz,” thus reasserting that it was their city which 
was the first among Asian communities to receive this right.!15 Pergamum 
obtained its second imperial neokoria from 'Trajan, who was venerated there 
in the temple of Zeus, and, following a suggested restoration, the neokoria of 
Asclepios Soter in 162, which was probably a consequence of the recent comple- 
tion of the great Asclepieum near that city.!!? In response, Smyrna further 
promulgated the story of its refoundation by Alexander by putting his image 
on coins in the company of the two Nemeseis. Ephesus, in turn, voted in 162— 
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163 that the entire sacred month of Artemis should be free from all work and 
declared the goddess to be the mightiest protector of the emperor. It is from 
approximately this time that we first hear of the agonorhetes of the Great Arte- 
misia in Ephesus.!% E phesus's response to the third imperial neokoria of Smyrna 
was to assume, also in the reign of Caracalla and with his consent, the neokora 
of Artemis, which effectively gave Ephesus the right to be called “the neokoros 
for the third time.”!?! Similar evidence is known from other Asian cities that 
had to satisfy their pride not with imperial neoforiai but with those of the 
most ancient and reverend local deities, such as Artemis in Magnesia by the 
Maeander.!%? Cities claimed superiority in other ways, as did Smyrna, which 
in the reign of Caracalla placed on its coins the phrase “first thrice neokoros. 125 

Such titles were only one of the most visible displays of politics pursued 
by Asian cities. Another one was the introduction of new offices that were put 
in charge of recently established festivals and cults, which in turn entailed 
grants of the right to venerate members of the imperial families and imperial 
neokoriai. Another difference from the Hellenistic period was, therefore, that 
these grants opened the way to provincial offices for local nobles, furthering 
the consolidation of the provincial nobility. Already in the first century A.D., 
Strabo referred to the asiarchs as “the first in the province.”1% A further out- 
come of this competition was a renewed interest in the most famous local cults, 
including those of Asclepios in Pergamum, Apollo in Miletus, Athena in Priene, 
Nemesis and Zeus in Smyrna, Artemis and Zeus in Ephesus, and various others 
elsewhere.1% "The rejuvenation of ancient cults served the purpose of attract- 
ing imperial attention and favors and probably established a sort of balance 
between local and central administration, in particular in the first century of 
the Empire.!7% "The Romans themselves provoked this interest because their 
grants of neokoriai were largely determined by the religious significance of the 
city, which was closely linked with its antiquity. The search for legendary 
founders, claims of ancient religious authority, traditional or newly constructed, 


120. Î.Ephesos la 24. Her “protectorate” of the emperors: 7. Ephesos IV 1265 = SEG 43, 756 
(reign of Antoninus Pius); Engelmann, “Zum Kaiserkult,” 288. This agonothetes: Î. Ephesos IV 1103, 
V 1606 (late 2nd cent. A.D.). 

121. See Robert, OMS, 5:390. According to Kampmann, Homonoia- Verbindungen, 44, the 
inferior position of Ephesus with respect to Pergamum and Smyrna, which had three imperial 
neokoriai, was reflected by the fact that, unlike these two cities, Ephesus did not issue /omonoia 
coinage at that time. 

122. Magie, Roman Rule, 1498 n.21; Robert, OMS, 5:391—394. 

123. SNG von Aulock 8005; SNG Danish Museum, Ionia 1389. For this competition, see in 
general Burrell, Neokoroi, 351-358. 

124. Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 113-121; Strabo 14.1.42, p. C 649. 

125. Price, Rituals and Power, 252-253, 257-258, 238 for the first three. See SNG von Aulock 
59745, 5983: Zeus Nikephoros in 'Tarsus. 

126. Susan E. Alcock, Graecia Capta: The Landscapes of Roman Greece (Cambridge: Cam- 
bridge UP, 1993), 181-187. E.g., Drăger, „Srădte, 91-94. 
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and the mounting interest in local histories were not only products of “the 
Greek nostalgia that still existed in a world that had become Roman” or of 
“cultural philhellenism,” which started to flourish early in the second cen- 
tury,!7 but tools of local politics as well. The same is true for the “explosion” 
of agonistic festivals in the Greek east during the imperial period.!2% Support 
of imperial power by Asian cities through their coin imagery was thus not lim- 
ited to images of emperors or their activities and entourages, because displays 
of mighty local deities carried essentially the same message. A reflection of local 
patriotism, the rejuvenation of ancient cults was also a manifestation of loyalty 
to Rome, which was intertwined with the newly established veneration of 
Roman deities and emperors, thus creating the ideological context for the inter- 
relationship between these cities and Roman imperial power.12% Personal sym- 
pathies of Roman emperors also played an important r6le. “The association of 
Nemesis with sporting competitions and Victory certainly made Caracalla look 
more favorably upon petitions from Smyrna. The ancient veneration of 
Heracles at 'Tarsus brought favors to that city from Commodus, a devotee of 
this divinity.150 

“The “deliberate turn to archaism” by Greek cities thus appears to have 
been not only an attempt to escape from the sad realities of Roman domina- 
tion but, first of all, a mechanism of using these realities for the benefit of these 
cities, as also demonstrated by the stress on Ephesus as the city of Artemis in 
the foundation of C. Vibius Salutaris. It is hardly possible, however, to set apart 


127. Antiquarianism and “cultural philhellenism”: Ziegler, “Polis in der romischen Kaiserzeit,” 
88-90; Bowie, “Greeks and Their Past,” 19-22; Knibbe, “Via Sacra,” 154; Keith Hopwood, 
“Smyrna: Sophists between Greece and Rome,” in 4/henaeus and His World: Reading Greek Cul- 
ture în the Roman Empire, ed. David Braund and John Wilkins (Exeter: University of Exeter Press, 
2000), 231: “the joint appreciation of the past was one of the ways in which Greek and Roman dlite 
cultures could blend.” For the rise of interest in such foundation legends and myths as reflecting 
the construction of Greek identity in the imperial period, see Stephan, Honoratioren, 205, 210— 
222, 259-260. 

128. Robert, OMS, 6:709-719, incl. 712: “Sous PEmpire, ce fut une proliferation de nouveaux 
concours. La paix augusteene s'ctendit partout et, pour la plupart de provinces grecques, elle se 
176- 
200, also noted the amazing proliferation of agonistic activities in different parts of the Roman Empire 


prolongea fort avant dans le III si€cle. Ce fut une explosion agonistique.” Nijf, “Athletics,” 


(pp. 184-185: Lycia; p. 188: Sparta). He considered (p. 186) such activities “not politically inno- 
cent,” but he limited their political aspect to forming Greek identity within the Roman Empire 
and serving “the class interests ofan clite which was eager to establish its Greek credentials” (p. 193). 

129. “This development had a negative side to it as well, because it could easily get out of hand. 
This is what Plutarch seems to imply when he refers (Praec.ger.reip. 17, 8143) to “the officials in 
the cities who stir up the masses by foolishly urging them to imitate the deeds, spirit, and actions 
of their ancestors, when these are out of keeping with present times and conditions.” Plutarch then 
speaks about his contemporaries as children who foolishly try to imitate their fathers, i.€., glorious 
Hellenes of the past, thus offering a different image from that of children who, by quarreling among 
themselves, make it necessary for masters to interfere. Pace Swain, He/lenism and Empire, 166-167, 
who does not seem to distinguish these nuances. 

130. Harl, Civic Coins, 52-70. Tarsus: Ziegler, “Polis in der romischen Kaiserzeit,” 87. 
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the cult of Artemis from the veneration of other local deities in Roman Ephesus, 
either in general or with respect to Salutaris's foundation.!5! The procession, 
which was to take place in accordance with his will, passed the tomb of Androclos 
as well as the temple of Rome and Iulius Caesar. It was on this road that the 
Olympieum or, according to some, the Hadrianeum would be constructed in 
just a few years. Several decades later the Sophist Damian would build a new 
road from the Artemisium to the Magnesian gates.1%7 

The philhellenism of the emperors of the second century had a well- 
established tradition of political reasoning behind it as well. After cautious at- 
tempts at setting up an imperial cult by Augustus and the disorganized and 
short-lived innovations of his immediate successors, Domitian worked out a 
relationship between the Roman Empire and Greek cities by entangling im- 
perial veneration with ancient local cults. “The development set in motion by 
Domitian had many dimensions. It was during his reign that Roman citizens 
came to be traditional holders of city offices in Ephesus and other cities of Asia, 
while Asian nobles got access to the senate.15 The dlites in Greek cities and 
Roman authorities worked out a coherent system of interaction, whose ideol- 
ogy was based on a blend of power, culture, and religion. Imperial policy sup- 
ported the cultural and political aspirations of the clites of Greek cities, which 
made the competition between cities seeking favors from rulers in the impe- 
rial period distinct from that in previous times. Domitian did indeed acquire 
a reputation as a patron of learning but it is hard to explain his actions only by 
a love ofall things Greek. "The same was true of 'Trajan. If Hadrian might seem 
excessive in his infatuation with the Greek past, at base he was following the 
same pattern as his predecessors. 

It was hardly accidental that the emergence of new offices and changes in 
the features of old ones surfaced in the sources from Asia also in the late first 
and early second century, which was a time of profound social transformations 
in Greek cities, including the growing social r6le of local clites. Many have 
already noted the concentration of wealth and influence in the hands ofa rela- 
uively limited number of leading families in Greek cities of Asia Minor in the 
Roman period.13* "The accumulation of offices in Greek cities has been inter- 
preted as a concentration of power.155 "The oligarchic character of city admin- 
istration has been asserted by referring to the practice of the summa honoraria 


131. Rogers, Sacred Identity, 44, 144-145; Knibbe, “Via Sacra,” 154. 

132. Rogers, Sacred Identity, 86-91; Philostr. VS, p. 605; Knibbe, “Via Sacra,” 149-152. 

133. John Devreker, “Les Orientaux aux Senat romain d'Auguste â Trajan,” Latomus 41 
(1982), 498-503; Barbara Levick, “Greece and Asia Minor,” in CAZ? 11 (2000), 6ro-6i1. 

134. Veyne, Le pain, 266-269, 276-283; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 252-253; Kleijwegt, Ancient 
Youth, 223. 

135. Quass, Fonoratiorenschicht, 336-337, 346; Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 264 with reference to 
a Bithynian inscription now published as 7. Kios 16a.8-10 (A.D. 108-109). Cf. Stahl, Imperiale 
Herrschafi, 49. 
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in Asian cities.13% Their populations are thus thought to have been divided into 
those who had access to city offices and those who had not, or in other words, 
those who were able to hold offices and those who were not.!% However, the 
evidence for financial support to city officials demonstrates that, as in pre- 
Roman times, the way city offices were held depended on the financial status 
of their holders: the same office could be either arche or /e;tourgia depending 
on whether its holder was able, and therefore required, to meet expenses. Nor 
are there any valid grounds for arguing for the spread of the Roman summa 
honoraria in Asian cities in that period. Social prominence of those offices that 
were relatively unimportant for administering the city, which was already 
documented in pre-Roman Asia, became especially noticeable in the provin- 
cial period.15 Their holders offered expensive benefactions, held costly offices 
“by descent,” and received statues, honorific inscriptions, and other proofs of 
their merit in return. Contemporaries noticed and criticized the new social 
importance of these /eitourgoi.!% But while the “first families” monopolized 
costly and socially prestigious /estourgiai, it would be an exaggeration to con- 
clude that such families came to control the entire city government in Asia, at 
least not yet in the second century.!% 

“The hereditary aspect of benefactions in Asian cities was already docu- 
mented in pre-Roman times when the honors given to benefactors were ex- 
tended to their families. In the Roman period, familial benefactions started 
to include the holding of prestigious offices by the “first families,” who were 
distinguished from the rest of the city population by this and other such des- 
ignations. "The children and women from these families started to occupy 
not only religious but other city offices as well. "The growing evidence for 
officeholding by women and children in the provincial period has been tenta- 
tively ascribed to Roman influence.!*! However, this supposition ignores the 
very limited public r6le of women in the Latin west as compared to what we 
see in the east. Offices occupied by women and children in the cities of Roman 
Asia were the same costly and administratively insignificant positions that other 


136. Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 257-258; Veyne, Le pain, 276, 287; Garnsey, “Aspects,” 12; 
Quass, Honoratiorenschicht, 334, 425. See Andre Balland, in F.Xanthos VII, 232; Kleijwegt, An- 
cient Youth, 222; Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:210. 

137. Sartre, Asie Mineure, 252-253; Kleijwegt, Ancient Youth, 223; cf. Veyne, Le pain, 266. 

138. “This distinction has often been overlooked: Chapot, Province, 240, 243, 254, 255; Sartre, 
Asie Mineure, 226. 

139. E.g., Dio Or. 34-31 with Jones, Dio, 81. See Levy, “Etudes” (1899), 267; Claudia Schulte, 
Die Grammateis von Ephesos. Schreiberamt und Sozialstruktur in einer Provinzhaupistadt des râmischen 
Kaiserreiches (Stuttgart: F. Steiner, 1994), 68-75; Sartre, Asie Mineure, 225-226. 

140. See, in general, Habicht, “Honoratiorenregime,” 87-92, who denied that upper classes 
controlled Greek cities in the late Hellenistic period, even though, because of their education among 
other reasons, such people could be especially prominent in positions relevant to foreign affairs, 
financial institutions, and military leadership. 

Iqr. E.g., Bremen, Limils, 57. 
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people who did not have political rights in the city, such as the Romans or 
foreign Greeks, could hold as well.!% The increased number of offices open 
to women and children in the provincial period was in no way a departure from 
pre-Roman customs. Another line of continuity was that the officeholding of 
women and children was possible only within the familial context.!% 

A combination of two developments led to a major change in the interre- 
lationship between the financial and social status of city officials in the Roman 
period. One such development was the continuation of the pre-Roman trend 
that connected social prominence in the city with the obligation to contrib- 
ute to its general well-being by making benefactions of various sorts. În the 
second century this practice acquired new forms. References to “ancestor- 
benefactors” started to mention their offices, and we first see officeholding “by 
descent.” A whole series of inscriptions from this time refer to funds which 
were set up for various purposes, including funding for city officials. Such new 
expressions as bouleutiPai archai, the bouleutikon tagma, and patrobouloi show 
where the line that divided the /e:rourgoi from the rest of the city population 
lay. "The other major development was growing pressure, backed by Roman 
legislation, to secure the proper functioning and financing of local adminis- 
tration throughout the empire.!* "The emperors Antoninus and Lucius Verus 
issued an edict that obliged magistrates to exact money left as a legacy and made 
not only the magistrates themselves but also their heirs responsible for this. 
Ulpian noted that the sons of city councilors were the first candidates for the 
costly membership in the council and observed that their fathers objected to 
their nomination.!* In the same way that the Romans had granted a/eitourgesia 
to whole families, they put financial responsibilities on both fathers and sons.1% 

But the Roman desire to connect the social prominence of local €lites with 
their financial responsibility fell on well-prepared ground in the Greek east, 
and local response did not have to be negative. The clites of Asian cities, whose 
pre-Roman tradition of benefactions gradually turned into hereditary familial 
benefactions that expanded to include the holding of costly and prestigious 
offices, were not only best suited for such a purpose but accepted it as self- 


142. E.g., Ulpian Dig. 50.17.2. See also Liebenam, Stădrevermaltung, 285. Women holding 
not only religious offices in Asian cities: Braunstein, “Die politische Wirksamkeit,” 26-63; Kirbihler, 
“Les femmes magistrats,” 51-75. MacMullen, “Women's Power,” 434-443, probably made a dis- 
tinction between the political and social significance of women's r6le under the Empire but did not 
distinguish administratively significant activities as a separate group of activities. 'Lhis might ex- 
plain why he found it possible to speak (p. 439) about the “essentially similar control of power by 
women of the local aristocracy in both halves of the empire.” 

143. The distinction between the officeholding of women and that of children, which has 
been argued for by Quass (Honoratiorenschicht, 338-339), is of limited importance. 

144. Garnsey, “Aspects,” 8-15; Kleijwegt, “Voluntary,” 65. 

145. Pap.]Just. Dig. 50.1.38.2 (Antoninus and Lucius Verus); Ulpian Dig. 50.1.2.pr. 

146. Familial a/eitourgesia: I.Stratonikeia 292.1-—3, 293.5—9 (Panamara, imperial period?). 
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evident. Pliny's wish to establish a universal entrance fee to city councils in 
Bithynia, so that only the sons of “better people” could have access, probably 
reflected the wishes of such “better people.” “The parrobouloi in Lycia were 
those who wished to succeed their fathers as councilors. The above-mentioned 
passage by Ulpian also shows that voluntary candidates for city councils could 
still be found in his day. The same old familial politics were still pressing local 
notables to make benefactions.!*7 Other prestigious offices deserved a similar 
attitude. Claudius Rufinus was one of many who volunteered to take up city of- 
fices despite the large expenses entailed and despite their freedom from /ertourgras. 
“The practice of setting up funds to finance city offices “in perpetuity,” which 
also became prominent in the second century, was another reflection of this civic 
patriotism. "The Roman pressure took the form of institutionalizing an already 
existing custom, and therefore Roman rule did not lead Greek cities to a break 
with preceding administrative practices, 18 

Such social transformations contributed to the above-mentioned decline 
in the importance of city status in Roman Asia Minor. "This decline was fur- 
thered by city notables who invited Roman authorities as supporters, first, 
in their projects and, second, in their dealings with local rivalrous political 
factions. The first case is best illustrated by two inscriptions from the early 
second century A.D. In the first, 'T. Aquillius Proculus, proconsul of Asia, 
and P. Afranius Flavianus, imperial legate, authorized the foundation of C. 
Vibius Salutaris in Ephesus. In the second, the emperor Hadrian himself gave 
his approval for the foundation established by C. Iulius Demosthenes in 
Lycian Oenoanda. Both inscriptions contain clauses about the penalties for 
those who attempted to divert these funds to other purposes. Such clauses 
had become traditional in the Hellenistic period, and therefore references 
to Roman authorities were deliberately used to reinforce practices already 
in place.I% 


147. Ulpian Dig. 50.1.2.pr. See Quass, Fonoratiorenschicht, 279-280, 339. 

148. Cf. Garnsey, “Aspects,” 15: “My suggestion is that the task of the central administra- 
tion in trying to impose the hereditary principle was considerably simplified by the fact that coun- 
cils were moving spontaneously toward a closed membership, and in the process had waived a 
traditionally accepted constitutional principle.” First, as we have seen, this move was not sponta- 
neous but instead represented a development that dated to the Hellenistic period. Second, there is 
no evidence for Greek cities themselves introducing a special legal status for city councilors and 
members of their families, which means that the Greeks never waived their “constitutional prin- 
ciple.” Significantly, Garnsey, “Aspects,” 15-24, drew his conclusions using material from the 
western part of the empire. 

149. 1.Ephesos La 27.333—369, 370-413 (A.D. 104) with P. v. Rohden, “Aquillius (30),” în RE 2 
(1896), 330; SEG 38, 1462.1-6 (Oenoanda, A.D. 125 or 126), with Worrle, Stadt und Fest, 104-172. 
Cf. James H. Oliver, The Ruling power: A Study of the Roman Empire în the Second Century 
after Christ through the Roman Oration of Aelius Aristides (Philadelphia: American Philosophical 
Society, 1953), 971-972, and L. Robert and ]. Robert, Car;e, 2:174, no. 67.9—13 (Heraclea Salbake, 
1st cent. A.D.), with their commentary on p. 175. 
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Smyrna offers a similar case in which the confirmation of the proconsul 
served to protect the financial decision of the city council. Proconsular edicts, 
such as those of Silius Italicus for Aphrodisias or C. Pedo concerning the 
Artemisium in Ephesus, which were most likely initiated by these two cities, 
paralleled the laws adopted by these cities and added validity to them in such 
a way that no further debates might arise. Roman decisions with regard to 
changes in local administration thus came in response to requests from mem- 
bers of local clites. “The enlargement of Prusa's city council by one hundred 
members came in response to Dio's request before the emperor. The letters of 
Pliny reflect similar appeals from Bithynian communities. Demosthenes, the 
founder of a new festival in Oenoanda, secured for its agonothetes the rights 
which belonged to the priests of the Augusti, obviously with the permission of 
the Romans. Plutarch summed up this situation in the second century by re- 
proving “those who invite the Roman decision on every decree, meeting ofa city 
council, granting of a privilege, or administrative measure, force the Romans to 
be their masters more than the Romans themselves desire.”150 

Roman interventions in city politics and city administration were often 
provoked by Greek partisans of competing groups whose rivalry became es- 
pecially prominent from the early second century. Inscriptional evidence re- 
veals the height of this competition in the cities of Asia. Dio speaks of such 
rivalries in Prusa and other Bithynian cities. Plutarch discusses similar situ- 
ations elsewhere, considering this competition to be the main cause of Greek 
cities voluntarily submitting all their decisions for the approval of Roman 
authorities. Herodian condemns internal feuds as the cause of the ruin of 
Greece.!5! In the place where Dio speaks of the Greeks as “schoolchildren” 
and the Romans as their “masters,” he does not forget to say that any misbe- 
havior of the “children” was immediately reported by others to their “mas- 
ters.” Not surprisingly, he also refers to the backing of the proconsuls as an 
important asset in local political life. "This casts a different light on the words 
of Aristides about “the greatest and most influential men of any city” who 
guarded their native places, thus relieving the Romans from the need to garri- 
son them.15 An exemplary case of appeal to the Romans în a local legal dis- 
pute is presented in a letter from the proconsul P. Cornelius Scipio to Thyatira, 
in which he deals with “sacred funds” of that city. According to Cicero, the 


150. Î.Smyrna 713.2-8 (c. A.D. 2253). Proconsular edicts: Guerber, “Citc libre,” 397—399: 
c. A.D. 77-78 and during the joint reign of Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus respectively. Dio 
Or. 45.710, 48.11 (Prusa). Bithynian communities: Plin. Ep. 10.79.3, 10.112; Sherwin-White, 
Letters, 721-722. Oenoanda: SEG 38, 1462.89—92 (A.D. 125 or 126) with Dmitriev, “1rpofBoA and 
dvTupofoAn,” 123-126. Plut. Praec.ger.reip. 19, 814f (tr. Harold North Fowler). 

151. Maria Domitilla Campanile, “Contese civiche ad Efeso in etă imperiale,” SCO 42 (1992 
[1994]): 215-223, for epigraphical evidence; Dio Or. 45.8 and 10; Plut. Praec.ger.reip. 19, 815a; Hdn. 
3.2.8. 

152. Dio Or. 40.5, 46.14; Aristid. Or. 26.64. 
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people of Alaisa, a city in Sicily, asked the Roman senate to settle their contro- 
versies with respect to how the city council was to be elected. "This is almost 
precisely what we see in Bithynia during the governship of Pliny. Such evi- 
dence does not mean that Asian city councils were composed in the same way 
as in Sicily or Bithynia. It demonstrates, however, that local clites were divided 
and that this division and local controversies led to local appeals for Roman 
intervention throughout the empire.15 

Because financial matters were the best grounds for mutual accusations 
of local notables in front of the Romans, the intervention of the latter often 
acquired the form of financial control. One of the most vivid displays of such 
appeals to the Romans is certainly Dio's threat of proconsular intervention if 
the money promised for his portico was not delivered. Pliny, exulting in dem- 
onstrating imperial justice to the otherwise unknown Cornelianus, told him 
about Claudius Aristion, a “munificent and unambitiously popular” nobleman 
from Ephesus. This Aristion caused envy among those who “were not like 
him,” and they brought forward an accuser against him. It can hardly be 
doubted that accusations concerned the use of finances, since Aristion is known 
to have been engaged in several building projects. He was honorably acquit- 
ted. Another telling example is the appeal of the priest of Men Ascenos from 
Sardis to the proconsul of Asia Arrius Antoninus, which constituted a com- 
plaint about the unwillingness of local authorities to give him the money for 
religious ceremonies. He asked the proconsul to intervene and order the offi- 
cials to give “what was due according to custom.” He also adduced in his sup- 
port a copy of the letter, which we see below his own on the same stone, from 
“the procurator of Vespasian,” who had already told the city officials to give 
the priest what was due, and the confirmation of this order from the procon- 
sul Asprenas. Both surely came as results of previous appeals, and therefore, 
his plea to Arrius was not the first time that the priest had appealed to a Roman 
official in order to maintain the traditional ways of the cult. The importance 
of precedents and tradition is well demonstrated by a confirmation of the in- 
violability of the temple of the “Persian goddess” in Hierocaesarea, granted 
by a Roman emperor, probably Claudius, on the basis of decisions “taken by 


kings and previous emperors.”15+ 


153. TAM V 858 (Thyatira, 10-6 B.c.), Cic. Verr. 2.2.122; Plin. Ep. 10.112. Some of such 
complaints of local Greek politicians against each other were brought before the governor during 
” 105 (with notes). 

154. Dio Or. 47.19. Plin. Ep. 6.31.3; for this Aristion, see now Thuir, . . . und verschonerte die 
Stadt, esp. 129. Malay, Researches, 119-120, no. 131 (= SEG 49, 1676).17—23 and 27-29 (Sardis, 
A.D. 188-189), with his commentary on this “procurator”; SEG 45, 1636 (Hierocaesarea). See also 
SEG 46, 1519, in which Cadoas, the priest of Apollo in Pleura in Lydia, which was then under 
Attalid control, petitioned the chief priest Euthydemos for permission to set up a stele with his 


his assize tour: Burton, “Proconsuls, 


name and those of the mystai. Cadoas stressed that he had previously petitioned, obviously suc- 
cessfully, Nicanor, who was the high priest in the time of Antiochos III; dated to c. mid-2nd cent. 
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“Those who were in charge of local administrative and social life were es- 
sentially those who controlled ideology, including religious beliefs and legends. 
Sophists, who came mostly from wealthy families, which could pay for their 
education, elaborated on the Greek past, including ancient legends and cults.I*5 
Their most prominent themes derived from the history of Athens and the 
exploits of Alexander the Great.1% The ideas of the refoundation of Smyrna 
by Alexander and the foundation of Ephesus by the Athenian Androclos, as 
well as the encouragement of interest in local legends and myths and in the 
cults of Nemesis, Artemis, Zeus, and Asclepios, came from the Sophists.!5 
Athens, one ofthe three main Sophistic centers in the imperial period together 
with Ephesus and Smyrna, was both the example and spiritual source for this 
“deliberate turn to archaism.”158 Ephesus and Smyrna, therefore, had to reas- 





B.C. in SEG or to 188 or shortly afterward by Helmut Miller, “Der hellenistische Archiereus,” 
Chiron 30 (2000): 520-522 with notes. For this Nicanor, and his responsibilities as the “high-priest 
of all sanctuaries beyond the Taurus,” see Dignas, Economy, 46-50, with 50-54 on Cadoas's peti- 
tion. Cf. SEG 46, 1520, from the same place, which contains the list of the mystai preceded by the 
names of the priests of Rome. It is quite possible that Hellenistic examples served not only as mod- 
els for this later stele but also as arguments for getting permission to set it up. The Romans were 
thus following the Hellenistic pattern; see Alfred Heuss, “Die Freiheitserklărung von Mylasa in 
den Inschriften von Labraunda,” in Le monde grec: pensce, literature, histoire, documents. Hommages 
â Claire Preaux, ed. Jean Bingen (Brussels: Editions de PUniversite de Bruxelles, 1975), 413—414, 
who, however, used this evidence to build a general argument that Philip V overtook the Seleucid 
“policy of freedom,” and Biagio Virgilio, “Roi, ville et temple dans les inscriptions de Labraunda,” 
REA 103 (2001): 429-442, who, however, drew a generalizing conclusion (pp. 440-441) that the kings 
tended to support “hellenized cities” against “la resistance ă Phellenisation des classes sacerdotales 
indigenes.” 

155. Forrhetors and Sophists coming mostly from the upper class of Greek cities, see Bowersock, 
Greek Sophists, 21-25; Bowie, “Importance of Sophists,” 30, 54-55. One of the best representa- 
tives of this group of people was the already mentioned A. Claudius Charax. A member of a promi- 
nent family from Pergamum, he received honors as a benefactor from his native city, made a stellar 
career in the imperial service, and authored works on Greek history, which contained numerous 
references to local legends and myths; see esp. Osvalda Andrei, 4. Claudius Charax di Pergamo: 
Înteressi antiquari e antichită cittadine nell'etă degli Antonini (Bologna: Pâtron Editore: 1984), esp. 
22-37 With the examination of his writings. 

156. Bowersock, Greek Sophisis, 22-23; Bowie, “Greeks and 'Their Past,” 7-10; Graham 
Anderson, Second Sophistic, 101-132; Swain, Hellenism and Empire, 167. Interest in Athenian his- 
tory probably developed in the 2nd cent. B.c.; see Albert Henrichs, “Graecia Capta: Roman Views 
of Greek Culture,” FISC? 97 (1995): 258-261. This was the time when the political role of Athens 
declined and it was viewed more and more as a cultural and scholarly locus. 

157. Smyrna probably found a parallel to Ephesian Androclos in Pelops, as suggested by the 
coins from the reign of Antoninus Pius bearing the image of the emperor on one side and that of 
Pelops on the other; see Klose, Miinzprăgung, 256, nos. 9-19, and Klose “Miinzprăgung und 
stădtische Identităt,” 59-60. However, because Pelops is not known to have had an established cult 
in Smyrna, it may be suggested that his prominence there at that time resulted from the traditional 
acknowledgment of Pelops as the founder of the Olympic Games; Hans von Geisau, “Pelops (1),” 
in K/Pauly 4 (1972), 607-608; Ismene Triantis, “Pelops,” in Lexicon Iconographicum Mythologiae 
Classicae 7.1 (Zurich: Artemis, 1994): 282-287. 

158. Bowersock, Greek Sophists, 18; Bowie, “Greeks and 'Their Past,” 28-35. 
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sert their current political and administrative prominence first of all by strength- 
ening their links to Athens, the most noble city of the Greek past and the 
panhellenic cultural capital in the imperial period, which included borrowing 
administrative institutions. Even when rhetors and Sophists were engaged 
neither in substantial benefactions, including officeholding, nor in the ven- 
erations of the emperors, their activity nevertheless promoted local political 
interests, either of an individual city or of the entire province.!5? 

But, as in Hellenistic times, in the Roman period Greek cities never imposed 
legal distinctions for leading families.1% If there was any legal separation between 
such families and the restof the city population, it was effected only by the Roman 
imperial legislation that furthered the growing social prominence of noble local 
families and their gradual separation from the rest of the city population by grant- 
ing them Roman citizenship. Citizenship and the holding of provincial offices 
allowed local notables to form a provincial clite, which was facilitated by inter- 
marriages and adoptions and by the acquisition of property in different parts of 
the province.!€! "The growing number of intermarriages between notables of 
different cities is particularly well attested for Sophists” families. In one such case, 
Flavius Rufinianus, from Phocaea, who lived in the time of Commodus, mar- 
ried (Claudia) Callisto, from a famous family of the Sophists of Laodicea. They 
produced the Sophist L. Flavius Hermocrates.!6% Callisto was the daughter of 
the Sophist P. Antonius Claudius Attalos, who was probably the prytanis and 
logistes known from the coins of Synnada, and the aunt of the Sophist M. 
Antonius Polemo, who served as the general in the city of Smyrna.!% Many 


159. See esp. Glen W. Bowersock, “Greek Intellectuals and the Imperial Cult in the Second 
Century A.D.,” in Bowersock, „Studies, 203-320; Michael Zahrnt, “Identitătsvorstellungen in den 
ostlichen Provinzen am Beispiel der Romrede des Aelius Aristides,” in Was ist eigentlich Provinz? 
Zur Beschreibung eines Bemusstseins, ed. Henner von Hesberg (Cologne: Archăologisches Institut 
der Universităt zu Koln, 1995), 133—150. 

160. “The sitometroumenoi in Lycia and Galatia were distinguished as the social clite who could 
perform /eitourgiai connected with the distribution of grain; see Andre Balland, /. Xanthos VII, index, 
p. 312; Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:11; Worrle, Stadt und Fest, 123—125. 

161. Întermarriages and adoptions: e.g., Halfmann, Die Senatoren aus dem ostlichen Teil des 
Imperium Romanum, 55-57, 114 (C. Antius A. Iulius Quadratus), 199 (L. Calpurnius Proculus); 
Peter Herrmann, “Eine beriihmte Familie in 'Teos. Epigraphische Nachlese,” in Srudien zur Reli- 
gion und Kultur Kleinasiens und des ăgăischen Bereiches. Festschrifi fir Baki Ogiin zum 75. Geburistag, 
ed. Cengiz Isik (Bonn: Dr. R. Habelt, 2000), 87-95, with a family stemma, including positions on 
the provincial level, on p. 96. Property: e.g., Schwertheim, “Die Heimat des Aelius Aristides,” 249— 
257, esp. 254-257 (Mysia); Burton, “Imperial State,” 204 (citizenship, Ephesus). For land posses- 
sions outside the territory of the city and intermarriages between notables from different cities of 
the same province as steps in the formation of the provincial nobility, see also Cartledge and 
Spawforth, Fe/lenistic and Roman Sparta, 174-175. 

162. PIR?, F 285; Philostr. VS, p. 265. See Christian Habicht, /. Pergamon III, pp. 76-78, 
and Christopher P. Jones, “Epigraphica IV-V,” ZPE 124 (2003): 127-130 on Hermocrates and 
members of his family. 

163. PIR?, C 797; PIR?, A 862; Philostr. VS, p. 227. 


323 


GENERAL OVERVIEW 


Sophists were consuls and senators and belonged to families whose members 
occupied consulates or senatorial status. "The Sophist M. Antonius Polemo of 
Laodicea, who almost permamnently resided at Smyrna, dedicated the statue 
of Demosthenes in the Asclepieum of Pergamum; another famous Sophist, Ti. 
Claudius Rufus, from Perinthos, held the prytaneia in Cyzicus.1% Provincial 
clites performed benefactions on the provincial level. 

“The /ogisteia of P. Antonius Claudius Attalos in Smyrna provides an ex- 
ample of how the Romans used provincial notables to settle conflicts among 
various factions of the urban upper class in the same provinces. Intermarriages 
between local notables and senatorial families, which began under the Flavii, 
produced Roman officials who were regularly occupied with similar tasks in 
their native or neighboring provinces.1% One of the earliest consuls from Asia, 
Ti. lulius Celsus Polemacanus, from Sardis or Ephesus, was the legate of 
Cappadocia, Galatia, Pontus, and several other regions of Asia Minor in the 
late 7os, the proconsul of Pontus and Bithynia in about 84, the legate pr.pr. of 
Cilicia from about 88 to about gr, and the proconsul of Asia in 105—106 or 106— 
107.15 C. Antius Aulus Iulius Quadratus, from Pergamum, was the legate pr.pr. 
of Pontus and Bithynia under Vespasian, of Asia under "Titus, and the legate 
Aug. pr.pr. of Lycia and Pamphylia under Domitian, as well as a proconsul of 
Asia at a later date.!“ Sextus Quin(c)tilius Valerius Maximus, from Alexan- 
dria "Troas, was the quaestor of Bithynia in 97-98, if it was he to whom Pliny 
addressed one ofhis letters, and the proconsul of Asia in 168-169 or 169—170.168 
A. Claudius Charax, a native of Pergamum, was the governor of the conglom- 
erate consisting of Lycaonia, Isauria, and Cilicia in the reign of Antoninus 


104. I. Pergamon Il 33 (c. A.D. 130); Jones, “Aelius Aristides and the Asklepeion,” 72; Walter 
Ameling, “Der Sophist Rufus,” EA 6 (1985): 28, and 32 for Sophists as consuls and senators or as 
members of families that had consuls and senators. For locals who made a career in imperial ser- 
vice and became Roman governors of their native provinces, see Mitchell, “Greek Epigraphy and 
Social Change,” 429-431. 

165. I.Ephesos II 892.12-15 (3rd cent. A.D.); William M. Ramsay, Ze Social Basis of Roman 
Power in Asia Minor (Aberdeen: Aberdeen UP, 1941), 6-11; Helmut Halfmann, “Die Senatoren 
aus den Kleinasiatischen Provinzen des râmischen Reiches von 1. bis 3. Jahrhundert,” in Epigrafia 
e ordine senatorio (Rome: Edizioni di storia e letteratura, 1982), 2:603—649, esp. 608-609, 617-— 
618, 625-637; Barbara Levick, “Greece and Asia Minor,” in CAZ 11 (2000), 610-611; Meyer- 
Zwiftelhoffer, Politikos archein, 128-129. See also Arthur Stein, “Zur sozialen Stellung der 
provinzialen Oberpriester,” in EP/ITYMBION Heinrich Swoboda dargebracht (Reichenberg: 
Stiepel, 1927), 300-311; Rosalinde A. Kearsley, “A Leading Family of Cibyra and Some Asiarchs 
of the First Century,” AS 38 (1988): 43-51. 

166. PIR?, 1 260; IGR IV 1509 (Sardis); 1L,S 8971; Houston, “Roman Imperial Administra- 
tive Personnel,” 123-127, no. 70; 659, 694. 

167. PIR?, | 507; LS 8819; Houston, “Roman Imperial Administrative Personnel,” 135— 
139, no. 75; 664 and 695. 

168. PIR, Q 25; Plin. Ep. 8.24.8; OGI 511 = MAMA IX Po; SEG 26, 1355; LS 1018 = 
I.Alexandreia Troas 39. Cf. T. lunius Montanus, also from Alexandria Troas, who was the quaestor 
ot Pontus and Bithynia; JLS 3434; AE 1973, no. 300 = I.Alexandreia Troas 37 (1st cent. A.D.). 
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Pius.!% A proconsul of Asia in the mid-second century, L. Antonius Albus, 
who was approached by Aristides wishing to get rid of the very honorable but 
financially burdensome position of the provincial high priest, came from the 
city of Ephesus.!70 Roman officials in provinces neighboring Asia likewise had 
local origins. For example, C. lulius Severus, from Ancyra, was the legate pr.pr. 
of Asia and the proconsul of Asia, while M. Arruntius Frugi Sergia, from 
Iconium, was the procurator of Cilicia and of Cappadocia.!”! C. Caristanius 
Fronto, a native of Antioch-near-Pisidia, was the legate of the proconsul of 
Pontus and Bithynia, as well as probably the proconsul of Asia under the 
Flavii.!7? M. Plancius Varus, who was by origin from Pamphylia, served as 
the legate pr.pr. of Asia and Achaea and as the proconsul of Bithynia and 
Pontus.!73 Early in the second century, C. lulius Cornutus Tertullus, also 
from Pamphylia, served as the legate Aug. pr.pr. of Pontus and Bithynia.17* 
Such evidence emerges in the late first and early second centuries. 

At that very time, locals who had Roman citizenship came to hold promi- 
nent offices in Smyrna, Ephesus, and elsewhere. It was mostly such people 
who were referred to as Roman benefactors, “saviors,” and “founders” in hon- 
orific decrees from Greek cities, including those by the people of Pergamum 
for their compatriots L. Cuspius Pactumeius Rufinus (cos. 142), the “bene- 
factor” and the “founder” of that city;!75 C. Antius Aulus lulius Quadratus, 
who not only was acknowledged as a “benefactor” by his native city, as well as 
by several others, but also occupied there the gymnasiarchua “in perpetuity,” 
the priesthood of Dionysos Kathegemon, and a local high priesthood;17€ and 
A. Claudius Charax, a consul and a “benefactor” if the restoration is correct.!77 
Claudius Stratonicus, a consularis from Aezani, was praised as a “benefactor,” 


169. PIR?, C 831; IM 9-10 (1959-1960): 110, no. 1.45 (Pergamum, c. A.D. 144-146); cf. AF 
1961, no. 320 and Werner Eck, “Claudius [II 18],” in NPaul/y 3 (1997), 14 with further bibliography. 

170. PIR?, A 8ro; Meyer-Zwiffelhoffer, Politikâs archein, 119. 

iza. PIR?2, 1 573; MAMA V 60 = AE 1938, no. 144 (Dorylacum, reign of Hadrian); IGR III 
174 (Ancyra, c. A.D. 140-141). See Ronald Syme, review of A. Degrassi,  Fasti consolari dell” impero 
Romano dal 30 avanti Christo al 6r3 dopo Christo (Rome: Edizioni di Storia e Litteratura, 1952), 
IRS 43 (1953): 159 = Roman Papers, vol. 1, ed. Ernst Badian (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1979), 252. 
ILS gor3 and Stephen Mitchell, “Iconium and Ninica,” Historia 28 (1979): 423 (after the reign of 
Trajan). 

172. PIR2, C 423; Houston, “Roman Imperial Administrative Personnel,” 45-47, n0. 33. 

173. PIR?, P 443 (st cent. A.D.), Houston, “Roman Imperial Administrative Personnel,” 190-— 
199, n0. 112. 

174. PIR?, 1 273; Houston, “Roman Imperial Administrative Personnel,” 128-130, no. 71. 

175. PIR?, C 1637; OGI 491 (c. late 2nd cent. A.D.). 

176. PIR?, | 507; I. Pergamon IL 438, 440, 486, III 20 (early 2nd cent. A.D.) and (?) AM 29 
(1904): 163, no. 4.14 (Pergamum, reign of Hadrian?); Halfmann, Die Senatoren aus dem dstlichen 
Tei] des Imperium Romanum, 114. 

177. PIR?, C 831; SEG 18, 557 (Patrae, mid-2nd cent. A.D.); AM 32 (1907), 353—354 
no. 109 (Pergamum, between the reigns of Trajan and Caracalla). His office: IM 9-10 (1959-1960), 
110, N0. 1 (€. A.D. 144-146) and Jones, “Aelius Aristides and the Asklepeion,” 68: 147. 
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a “savior,” and a “founder” of his city;175 L. Calpurnius Proculus, from Ancyra, 
was honored as a “savior and benefactor” of that city;! M. Ulpius Italicus 
and M. Ulpius Asclepiodotus Rutilius Longus, both of “consular rank,” belonged 
to one of the leading families of Cremna and had careers in imperial administra- 
tion; and L. Sergius Heracleidianus, the proconsul of Lycia-Pamphylia, was 
honored by the city of Patara, probably his native place. 

“Those people of “consular rank” who served as the agonorheta: in Perge 
were local nobles who had married into senatorial families.18 "Their compa- 
triot C. Plancius Varus, the father of M. Plancius Varus, who served as the 
legate of Pontus and Bithynia, was praised for his benefactions as the “founder” 
of his native city.151 Patronage by Roman officials of local origin assumed in 
Greek cities a familiar form of familial benefaction, thus creating another form 
of hereditary patronage of Asian cities in addition to that by the Romans, which 
appeared much earlier.1% Inscriptions in Latin used the word patronus, which 
was transliterated in Greek inscriptions from Asia and other provinces.!8 The 
generous and ambitious members of the local upper class were the same people 
who formed the imperial €lite.15 It was these very people whose benefactions 
reinvigorated local cults.!5 The above-mentioned A. Claudius Charax, a Roman 


178. PIR?, C 1033; IGR IV 570 (Aezani, c. late 2nd cent. A.D.) with E. Groag, “Claudius 
(357); in RE 3 (1899), 2871. 

179. PIR?, C 303; OGI 548 (c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.), 

180. /.Central Pisidia 26-27 (Cremna, 3rd cent. A.D.), EA 31 (1999): 50-51, no. 17 = SEG 
49, 1931 (Patara, late 2nd-early rd cent. A.D.) with the commentary of Sencer Şahin; FA 29 (1997): 
70 (Perge, 2nd-—ard cent. A.D.) with SEG 47, 1789. 

181. SEG 34, 1305 = I.Perge | 109 (early 2nd cent. A.D.?). See PIR?, P 442 and 443. 

182. "The appearance of patronage by the Romans in Asia has been dated to the late 2nd cent. 
B.C. and connected with the foundation of the province of Asia; see Johannes 'Fouloumakos, “Zum 
r&mischen Gemeindepatronat im griechischen Osten,” Hermes 116 (1988): 319-320; Ferrary, “Hel- 
lenistic World,” 106-107; Filers, Roman Patrons, 122, 138-144. Roman patronage and local Greek 
euergesia (or prostasia, proxenia, soteria, etc.) have been distinguished: e.g., Touloumakos, “Zum 
r&mischen Gemeindepatronat,” 305-317; Ferrary, “Hellenistic World,” 107-108; Eilers, Roman 
Patrons, 110-111, who also noted (p. 112) that the use of the word “patron” in Greek texts means 
that this form of relationship was foreign to the Greeks. 

183. E.g. ILS 3434 and AL 1073, no. 500 = 1.Alexandreia Troas 37: Titus Lunius Montanus; 
and JLS 1018 = 1. Alexandreia Troas 39: Sextus Quinctilius Valerius Maximus, both from Alexan- 
dria "Troas (1st cent. A.D.). Andrew P. Gregory, “A New and Some Overlooked Patrons of Greek 
Cities in the Early Principate,” 7yche 12 (1997); 87-89: M. Calpurnius Rufus, the legate of Lycia 
and Pamphylia in mid-1st cent. A.D., and his son L. Calpurnius Longus were honored as “patrons” 
by their native Attalea. See also AF 1g11, no. 103, and 1916, nos. 30-31: A. lulius Pompilius Piso 
Berenicianus (Djemila, 2nd cent. A.p.; see PIR?, | 477). 

184. Cf. the curatores rei publicae in Africa who were recruited from people of local origin; 
Lucas, “Notes,” 61-62. 

185. It is, of course, far from certain if the decline of Roman patronage in the Greek east, 
which started, according to Filers (Roman Patrons, 172-181), already in the 1st cent. A.D., was con- 
nected with the ascendance of patrons from among local nobles with wealth and connections to 
Roman aristocracy. 
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consul and a governor of'Tres Eparchiae, donated the gateway to the Asclepieum 
of Pergamum.!% His compatriot and also a consul, L.. Cuspius Pactumeius 
Rufinus, built the temple of Zeus Asclepios în the reign of Hadrian.1% 

An individua!s status outweighed the status of his city in the imperial 
period as the position of an individual in the Roman Empire ceased to be de- 
termined by the status of the community to which he belonged. In the second 
century, while the significance of Roman citizenship decreased, its distinction 
was being replaced by the status of local notables, /onestiores in Roman law, 
which separated them from other city residents and brought them together as 
a ruling lite of the Roman Empire.15 The growing division between the upper 
and lower classes of the city, the former being associated with the city council, 
gave rise to conflicts between the council and the people—hence the impor- 
tance of the idea of concord between them, which surfaced on local coins and 
inscriptions in the second century. Stress started to be placed on the joint 
character of sessions of the council and assembly and on the honors which they 
paid to each other, as demonstrated in provinces neighboring Asia.1% "The 
increasing intervention of the Romans in local affairs not only was a result of 
the change in the Roman administrative machine but also became an outcome 
of the formation of city clites, which was accompanied by the mounting rivalry 
of competing factions, who all appealed to the Romans, and by the decreasing 
importance of the status of the city. 

“This social change reflected an overall transformation in the social tex- 
ture of the empire, which also affected the interrelationship between the cen- 
ter and provinces. Legal regulations which put disputes involving more than 
a certain sum of money under the jurisdiction of the Roman court were un- 
likely to have any notable impact on provincial cities, since their populations, 
at least at their upper level, were already Roman citizens by that time.!% There 
was thus a significant difference between the interrelationship of central ad- 
ministration and Asian cities in the Republican and imperial periods. "The basis 


186. 7. Pergamon IL 141 (c. mid-2nd cent. A.D.), Radt, Pergamon, 261-262; Jones, “Aelius 
Aristides and the Asklepeion,” 68. 

187. Christian Habicht, /. Pergamon II, pp. 11-14; Radt, Pergamon, 260-261. 

188. E.g., ILS 6870 = FIRA P 103 (A.D. 180-183). See B. Kiibler, “Decurio,” in RE 4 (1901), 
2330-2332, 2346-2347; Rostovtzeft, Social and Economic History, 370; Langhammer, Ste/lung, 33, 
220; Garnsey, Social Status, 242-245; Jens-Uwe Krause, “Honestiores/Humiliores,” in NPauly 5 
(1998), 707-708. For the dating of this legal distinction to the reign of Hadrian: Jones, Greek Ciry, 
180; George P. Goold, review of C. Plini Caecili Secundi Epistularum Libri Decem, ed. R. A. B. 
Myrons (Oxford; Toronto: Oxford UP, 1963), Phoenix 18 (1964): 327-328. 

189. Joint sessions in /.Priene 246.9—10: em Bovhekkinoiâv (2nd-3rd cent. A.D.); cf. Plin. 
Ep. 10.110.1: bule et ecclesia consentiente; IGR 111 74-75 (Claudiopolis, imperial period). Their honors 
to each other: AM III 49-50 (Termessus, A.D. 203-204); Mansel, Bosch, and Inan, Vor/ăufiger 
Bericht, 62-63, nos. 10-11 = Î.Side 1 28 and 29 (imperial period). 

190. SEG 14, 479.12-14 (rescript of Antoninus Pius, Thrace, A.D. 158); FIRA L 24.69 (lex 
Municipii Malacitani, A.D. 82-84); cf. Mackie, Local Administration, 105. 
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certainly remained the same: in the end, Roman interference in city adminis- 
tration always had a political character. Even if the measures taken by the 
Romans were administrative or legal, they resulted from the need to ensure 
political stability and overall Roman domination, as was also the case in the 
west.I9! "The main change was în the way this was achieved. In the imperial 
period, “Roman interference” in local affairs turned into a form of collabora- 
tion between segments of one ruling clite. 


191. Mackie, Local Administration, 178. 


328 


EPILOGUE 





“The social life and administration of Greek cities in Roman Asia offer a strik- 
ingly different picture from what has been observed in western provinces, such 
as Spain or Gaul, during the same period.! The administration of cities în Asia, 
as well as in other Greek-speaking provinces, certainly did not remain static 
over the course of several centuries, yet by the end of the old senatorial prov- 
ince of Asia, after more than four hundred years of Roman rule, many differ- 
ences between city administration in Asia and in western provinces were still 
clearly visible. "I'wo major problems are the character of changes under Roman 
domination and to what extent it is possible to speak about the continuity of 
city life in provincia Asia. 

“The developments that took place in Asian city administration in pro- 
vincial times can be divided into three large groups: those that reflected the 
survival and further elaboration of pre-Roman administrative trends; those 
that affected Asia as well as other parts of the Roman Empire and were 
characteristic of the imperial period; and, finally, those that introduced typi- 
cally Roman administrative principles, familiar to the Romans before they 
took over Asia but hitherto unknown in Asian cities. The first group is the 
most representative, which by itself demonstrates that city administration 
in Roman Asia was more of a continuation of Hellenistic trends than a break 
with them. In particular, this group includes the survival of the practice of 
making legislative proposals by city generals to the peoples assemblies in such 
cities as Smyrna and Priene.? "The number of those who could put proposals 


1. Mackie, Local Administration; Woolf, Becoming Roman, 106-141. 
2. For Smyrna, see chap. 8. For Priene, see decrees in honor of Diodoros Pasparos in AM 35 
(1910): 407-408, no. 2.1 (1st cent. B.C.); 412, no. 4.1 (1st cent. B.C.); 414, no. 5a.1 (Roman period). 
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before the people's assembly remained limited, demonstrating that in the 
Roman period this right was not usurped by executive officials.* Some such 
proposals could be presented by rhetors, as in Hellenistic times. Other ad- 
ministrative practices, including the right of any citizen to speak in the as- 
sembly and collegiality in administrative colleges, also survived under the 
Romans.* 

Overall changes that affected local administration throughout the empire, 
including cities of Asia, embraced payment for prestigious offices and the ris- 
ing public prominence of women and children, as well as their growing r6le in 
local administration. Finally, practices that appeared in Asian city adminis- 
tration only with the coming of the Romans contained hereditary membership 
in city councils, the emergence of the “first officials,” and the idea of separa- 
tion between an administrative post and its power. Similar developments, such 
as hereditary membership in city councils and a division between posts and 
their power, have been documented in other Greek-speaking territories of the 
Roman state.5 

Differences between local administrative practices in Asia and those in 
western cities resulted from the continuation of pre-Roman administrative 
and social developments in Asian communities. The financial and social sta- 
tus of city officials was different in Asia; contributions were still required 
from those candidates who could afford them, while in other cases subsidies 
continued to be provided from the city funds for official expenditures. "The 
role of the people in Asian cities also differed from that in the west. Although 
the political activity of the peoples assemblies became extinct, the people 
retained, albeit formally, the final say in administrative and political mat- 
ters.€ The small number of surviving decrees from Roman Asia has already 
been noted, and there seem to be no decrees confirmed solely by the people 
in Asian cities after the late second century A.D.7 At the same time, the people 
remained an important social force whose attitudes had to be taken into con- 
sideration by the members of local €lites, and Roman authorities still treated 
Asian cities as communities by addressing letters to their “council and the 
people.” The continuing importance of the people in the political and social 
life of Greek cities is presumably one of the reasons food distributions were 


3. So Liebenam, Stădrevermaltung, 246-247; Jones, Greek City, 178-179. Cf. Touloumakos, 
“Der Einfluss Roms,” 151; Nigdelis, Po/iteuma kai Koinonia, 411-412. 

4. Rhetors: 7.Smyrna 676.5—8 (A.D. 117-138); Dio Or. 7.38 and 63 with Jones, Dio, 58, 92: 
the case ofa huntsman was presented to the assembly in one of the Euboean cities, probably Carystos, 
by a rhetor. The right to speak in the assembly: Liv. 32.20.1: sicut Graecis mos est. Collegiality: 
Schânfelder, “Stădtischen und Bundesbeamten,” 59. 

5. “Touloumakos, “Der Einfluss Roms,” 151; Nigdelis, Politeuma kai Koinonia, 413. 

6. Mitchell, Anatolia, 1:203—204; Nigdelis, Po/iteuma kai Koinonia, 412-413. 

7. Magie, Roman Rule, 1504 n.28. 
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so prominent in the Greek east and almost nonexistent in the west, with the 
notable exception of Rome.8 

It is not always possible to draw a fine line between continuity and inno- 
vation in the city administration of Roman Asia, since the latter could be based 
on the former. Payment for prestigious offices was known in Asia before the 
Romans but only for religious positions, whereas under the Romans this prac- 
tice extended to secular offices as well. Should we consider this extension a 
continuation or an innovation? New developments appear to have been molded 
by pre-Roman principles. One of the most obvious examples is that although 
in the imperial period there was a trend to separate city councilors and mem- 
bers of their families from the rest of the city population, we never see any legal 
distinction between the two groups imposed by the Greek cities themselves. 
It is only in Roman law that such distinctions were established. Likewise, while 
paying for the right to hold offices became a well-established practice in the 
cities of imperial Asia, no direct evidence can be adduced for the introduction 
of the summa honoraria in these cities, in sharp contrast with administrative 
practices of the west. The rising prominence of the “first officials” was lim- 
ited to administrative and other colleges and therefore did not lead to the es- 
tablishment of a hierarchy among city officials, which was typical of the Roman 
type of administration. "The public prominence of women and children was 
already attested in documents from Asian communities in the pre-Roman 
period. Although the number of city offices that they held increased under the 
Romans, these offices continued to be limited to a few costly but socially pres- 
tigious positions. 

Undermining the theory of the homogenization, or uniformity, of local 
administration as one of the outcomes of Roman domination, our evidence 
demonstrates that city administration in the Roman Empire was subject to 
considerable geographical variation even in the third century.” Clearly there 
was a certain degree of economic and cultural unity, as well as political cohe- 
siveness, which was largely achieved through grants of Roman citizenship and 
access to positions in imperial administration for the local clites and education 
through army service for the lower classes. But differences in administrative 
principles, practices, and terminology, as well as in the status, features, and 


8. Cf. Pavis d'Escurac, “A propos de Papprovisionnement en bl,” 126; Sylvie Dardaine and 
Henriette Pavis d'Escurac, “Ravitaillement des cites et &vergctisme annonaire dans les provinces 
occidentales sous le Haut-Empire,” Krema 11 (1986): 291-302: Literary evidence for this practice 
in the west is completely absent; in the east about thirty Latin inscriptions refer to food distribu- 
tions as occasional events that were administered by mostly religious officials, especially those en- 
gaged in the imperial cult. 

9. Stevenson, Roman Provincial Administration, 132; Magie, Roman Rule, 593, 599 (with ref- 
erence to Lucas, “Notes,” 70), who discussed the encroachment of the curatores on city adminis- 
tration and their assumption of the duties that had been held by the ze4;/es, gquinguennales, and other 
municipal officials (643). More recently, see Stahl, Imperia/e Herrschafi, 62, 76-80, 82. 
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responsibilities of city officials, rule out any attempts to present Greek cities, 
including those of Asia, as essentially similar to those in the west. 

Regional differences in city administration concerned not only Asia as 
opposed to other provinces but also territories inside Asia. Nyctostrategoi are 
documented only in the cities between Caria and Phrygia, and while some Asian 
cities established errenarchai, others continued to employ the old generals ep; 
tes choras. Often the “homogenization” of local administration has been asserted 
on the basis of singular examples of cities whose “constitutions” were changed 
under Roman influence.!0 Others confuse the field of local administration 
proper with that of the interrelationship between cities” administration and 
central Roman government, usually because of an almost exclusive reliance on 
Literary evidence from Asia and neighboring provinces, which mainly dealt with 
administrative questions only when they concerned relationships between 
provincial cities and Rome.!! These relationships acquired many similar fea- 
tures, including the introduction of such offices as the curatores in the west 
and logstai in the east. But this hardly had anything to do with city adminis- 
tration proper and therefore does not support its alleged uniformity through- 
out the empire. 

Similar considerations speak against the idea that the interaction between 
the two civilizations created the so-called Greco-Roman city. At least this did 
not take place in Asia and not with respect to the organization and function- 
ing of city administration. Significantly, assertions about the existence of the 
“Greco-Roman city” are made on the basis of the western evidence or do not 
deal with city administration.!? Geographical variations în city administration, 


10. For example, Jones, Cizies, 61: “In Cicero's time the constitutions of the Asian cities seem 
to have been modelled on that of Rome” with reference to Cicero's speech in defense of Flaccus in 
which the orator alludes to some of Flaccus's accusers from 'Temnus, in particular the inability of 
one of them, Heraclides, to gain access to the city council (42) and the loss by another of the status 
of city councilor after he was accused of corruption (43). It is impossible to base any argument on 
such evidence. The words used by Cicero are not legal terms and do not reveal by themselves the 
way in which the city council of Temnus was filled up. Nor do we have any evidence for the status 
of 'Temnus at that time. În another place (F/acc. 45-46), Heraclides appears not to have any city 
office at "Temnus at all and even not to live there. Therefore, the fact that he was not a member of 
the city council there can be explained by his residence in another place. 

11. For this change of the subject, see, e.g., Chapot, Province, 131; Cartledge and Spawforth, 
Hellenistic and Roman Sparta, 149-155; Sartre, Orient romain, 295-299; Millar, “Greek City,” 
232-281. 

12. Use of western evidence: MacMullen, Changes, 56-66; Andrew G. Poulter, “Nicopolis 
ad Istrum: The Anatomy ofa Graeco-Roman City,” and Brigitte Galsterer and Hartmut Galsterer, 
“Romanisation und einheimische 'Traditionen,” in Die Romische Stadt im 2. Jahrhundert n. Chr.: 
Der Funktionsmandel des offentlichen Raumes, Kolloquium in Xanten vom 2. bis 4. Mai 1990, ed. Hans 
Joahim Schalles et al. (Cologne and Bonn: Rheinland-Verlag; in Kommission bei R. Habelt, 1992), 
69-86 and 377-389 (esp. 384-386) respectively. Evidence that does not deal with city administra- 
tion: Millar, “Greek City,” 240-241: theaters and occasional amphitheaters, baths, colonnaded 
streets; Greg Woolf, “Becoming Roman, Staying Greek,” PCPS 40 (1995): 116-143, esp. 123, whose 
discussion of local administration in the Greek east is limited to the information about Bithynia 
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so vivid even inside the province of Asia itself, simply make it impossible to 
speak about the “Greco-Roman city” as a universal type of city in the terri- 
tory which stretched from Macedonia to Syria.l5 

It 1s also doubtful whether one can refer to the Romans as dealing with 
Asian cities and their administration in essentially the same way as the Helle- 
nistic kings before them. Roman c/entela took over some of the features of the 
beneficiary activity of Hellenistic rulers,!* but the generosity of the latter re- 
sulted largely from competition with their rivals. This is certainly reminiscent 
ofthe circumstances in which the early Roman c/ente/a was born but can hardly 
be characteristic of its development in the late Republican and imperial peri- 
ods.!5 The decline of royal beneficiary activity, noted by Polybios in the sec- 
ond century, could also have been caused in part by the growing acceptance of 
Rome as the leading, if not the only, political power in Greek lands. After 
Roman domination became unquestionable, the Romans did not need to court 
the Greeks. It was sufficient for the Romans to be called “benefactors” by vir- 
tue of having “freed” the Greeks and posing as their protectors.!€ Individual 
Romans, including governors of Asia, could be referred to as “benefactors,” 
but such evidence is sporadic and hard to interpret.!” Only în relatively brief 
periods of political turmoil, when more than one faction was competing for 
political support, did the Romans try to win the allegiance of the Greeks by 
offering various sorts of benefactions, in particular, Roman citizenship. At other 
times, Roman benefactions, quite sparse on the whole, consisted ofa return of 


from the letters of Pliny. A recent study on Romanization under Augustus, when it deals with “ef- 
fects on public institutions” in “the East” (MacMullen, Romanization, 6-17), concerns essentially 
the spread of Roman law and changes in names of people and places. Much the same limits emerge 
if one casts a look at the periods before and after the reign of Augustus. See also 124-137: architec- 
ture, land measurement, sculpture, and so on—and all of this for the western part of the empire, 
while his “the East” extends from the astern Adriatic to the Arabian peninsula. 

13. Millar, “Greek City,” 243: Greece (Achaea) itself, Macedonia, the province of Asia, Pontus 
and Bithynia, Lycia, “and to a lesser extent the other provinces of Asia Minor.” 

14. Philippe Gauthier, “Les cites hellenistiques,” in 7he Ancient Greek City-State: Sympo- 
sium on the Occasion of the 250th Anniversary of the Royal Danish Academy of Sciences and Letters, 
July 1-4, 1992, ed. Mogens H. Hansen (Copenhagen: Munksgaard, 1993), 215-216; Ferrary, “Hel- 
lenistic World,” 105-119. 

15. A change in the late Republic: Ernst Badian, Foreign Chientelae: 2604-70 B.C. (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1958), 162, who, however, downplayed the significance of this change. 

16. E.g., Ferrary, Phi/hellenisme et imperialisme, 124—132 (“Les Romains “communs cvergetes”); 
Andrew Erskine, “The Romans as Common Benefactors,” Historia 43 (1994): 70-87. The formula 
oi Pwuaioi oi kowoi evepyerat probably appeared around 182 B.c. (î.e., after Roman victories 
over Philip V and Antiochos III, which were presented as the liberation of the Greeks) and sur- 
vived till the times of Caesar and Augustus, when it was modified; see Ferrary, Phi/he/lenisme et 
imperialisme, 125—126; Jean-Louis Ferrary, “De Pevergctisme hellenistique ă Pevergctisme romain,” 
in Christol and Masson, Actes du X* Congres international d'Epigraphie, 200. 

17. E.g., I.Stratonikeia 509: M. Cocceius Nerva (cos. 36 B.C.), roro: M. lunius Silanus (procos. 
of Asia in A.D. 542), 1321: P. Cornelius Lentulus Marcellinus (cos. 18 B.C.). 
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gifts from the cities, cancellation of their debts, remission of their taxes, or 
confirmation of their privileges. Anything beyond that required special cir- 
cumstances, such as earthquakes, which caused Greek cities considerable dam- 
age. But here too the usual Roman response was a remission of taxes.15 

Another important difference was that although the Hellenistic king could 
request that cities give their citizenship to certain individuals, the king did not 
have, and could not offer, a citizenship of his own. The Romans could and did. 
Even after Augustus reversed the late Republican policy of Roman faction lead- 
ers freely granting citizenship to their supporters in the Greek east, Rome 
continued to offer its citizenship to members of local €lites, thus institutional- 
izing their incorporation into the imperial upper class.” Other forms of 
Roman beneficiary activity included grants of freedom from taxes and /estourgiai 
to individual Greek notables, which certainly meant Roman interference in local 
life and the rising predominance of individual status over that of the city as a 
whole.2 "The fact that such beneficiaries sometimes preferred to relinquish their 
right by voluntarily holding costly city offices and duties only shows a conti- 
nuity in local social life and administration. By giving Roman citizenship to 
local nobles and offering them access to positions in imperial administration, 
the Roman Empire created a universal ruling clite, a part of which consisted 
of the upper layer of Greek cities, which was quite different from what we see 
in Hellenistic times. 

Roman rule proved to be attractive to local notables, who started to dis- 
tinguish themselves from the rest of the city population in the late Hellenistic 
period, namely from the second century on, as far as our evidence demonstrates. 
“The decline of royal benefactions in the second century can also be attributed 
to the rise of these clites, which made the traditional royal benefactions to the 
city as a whole less effective in securing the city's allegiance. The Romans too 
targeted members of the local clites almost from the very beginning of their 
presence in Asia. "The interrelationship of such individuals with Rome brought 
about benefits for the city as a whole and further increased the honor of these 
people and their families.7! “The integration of this segment of the Asian city 
population into the ruling clite of the empire put the interrelationship between 


18. AE 1948, no. 109 (Caracalla's temporary cancellation of taxes in Africa, A.D. 216); P.Fay. 
20 (remission of crown gold, A.D. 222). E.g., Tiberius after the carthquake of A.D. 17 in Tac. Ann. 
2.47.1 and Strabo 12.8.18, p. C 579; see also Tac. Ann. 12.58.2. 

19. SEG g, 8.58-60 (the third of the so-called Cyrene edicts of Augustus). For the pre- 
Roman period: e.g., Ivana Savalli-Lestrade, “Comment on €crit Phistoire hellenistique: A propos 
dun livre recent sur la place des €lites civiques dans le rovaume seleucide,” REG 111 (1998): 308- 
322 with bibliography. 

20. E.g., Sherk, Documents, no. 22.12—13 (SC de Asclepiade, 78 B.C.); 1.Stratonikeia 296a.4— 
5 (Panamara, imperial period?). 

21. E.g., L. Robert and ]. Robert, C/aros, 1:13, ll.51-61, and 65, 1l.42—45, 5—15 (late 2nd cent. 
B.C.) with their commentary ad hoc. 
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the Roman central administration and provincial cities on an entirely differ- 
ent basis. Starting with the late first century A.D., which began the period when 
most of our evidence for Roman dealings with local administration becomes 
available, such interventions by Rome were less and less considered to be in- 
terventions of an outside and alien force.%? 

Roman influence on city administration in Asia, or in any other Greek- 
speaking territory for that matter, never came about strictly for administra- 
tive purposes. It always had either political or social reasons. "The former led 
to immediate changes, either to the reorganization of city administration, usu- 
ally according to Roman administrative principles, or to the establishment of 
a colony or to the loss of the status of city. Such political steps were normal 
consequences of a city's disloyalty or of military necessity, which was rarely 
relevant in Asia. 'Lherefore, direct Roman interference affected the adminis- 
tration of Greek cities in Asia either to a minimal degree or not at all. For the 
most part, Greek city administration was altered within the broader context 
of social transformations that all Greek cities of Asia underwent in the imperial 
period. Administrative developments followed upon social changes, many of 
which started before the Romans, and accelerated and expanded as a result of 
cooperation between local clites and Roman authorities. One need only think 
of the hereditary membership of the city councils or the establishment of the 
curatores. 'hese social changes were possible so far as the social structure of 
the Roman Empire, and in particular its ruling clite, was being transformed. 

With the gradual separation of ruling clites from the rest of the city popu- 
lation and with their incorporation into the imperial upper class, administra- 
tive changes followed upon the changing social r6les of various segments of 
the imperial population. "These profound social transformations in Greek cities 
did not lead to a radical break in their administrative traditions and principles, 
at least not in the period under consideration. A discrepancy between “demo- 
cratic constitutions” of Greek cities in the Roman east and the “aristocratic 
nature” of the societies of these cities can be explained by the survival of old 
pre-Roman administrative traditions and principles in Greek cities, which 
molded new social developments. Another reason for this situation was that 
the city aristocracy asserted its social role in local life and imperial service alike. 
Local nobles were members of the imperial clite in the cities and representa- 
tives of city aristocracy in the empire. În this capacity, they served as a bridge 
between the imperial administration and that of provincial cities. 

It was the further social transformation of the empire, in particular its 
upper class, which led to the decline of city administration in the third cen- 
tury and later, as many have already noted. Economic factors such as stran- 
gling financial pressure on local councilors, as well as legal enforcement of 
hereditary status, also played important r6les. What was most detrimental, 
however, was the change in the position of imperial and local clites from the 
third century on, due to the growth ofa new ruling class whose prestige depended 
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on wealth and rank acquired in imperial service.2% One of the consequences of 
this process was the breakdown of local city councils after Anastasius's reign (491— 
518).4 But the beginning of this process should be dated to the third century, 
when, with the growing militarization and bureaucratization of the empire, the 
r6le of the city nobility as an integral part of the imperial upper class, as we see 
it from the first century on, started to fade. A local power base no longer guar- 
anteed a place in the imperial clite. It was proximity to the emperor and ser- 
vice in imperial administration that determined one's social status. Such people 
no longer needed to be engaged in city administration or local social life, includ- 
ing benefactions. A change in the status of local aristocracy led to the decline of 
city administration.2% "The decline of the traditional social and administrative 
organization of Asian cities, and other provincial cities for that matter,2€ was 
reflected on a higher level by Diocletian's provincial reform, which, in gen- 
eral terms, was a mere adjustment of the state as a whole to local transforma- 
tion. "The end of the old senatorial province of Asia therefore marked the end 
of the old Asian cities. 


22. See recently Meyer-Zwiffelhoffer, Pof/itikos archein, 330-332, who reflected on the mu- 
tual penetration of these two social groups and proposed (p. 332 n.1) that a prosopographical study 
needs to be undertaken in order to properly examine this development. 

23. Peter Brown, The Making of Late Antiquity (Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1978), 46- 
53; John H. W. G. Liebeschuetz, Antioch: City and Imperial Administration în the Later Roman Empire 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972), 167—192. 

24. Jones, Later Roman Empire, 2:759—760. 

25. "The decline of city administration was connected with the general urban decline of Asia 
Minor in late antiquity, but these were two distinct processes; for both, see a synthesis by John H. 
W. G. Liebeschuetz, 7he Decline and Fall of the Roman City (Oxford and New York: Oxford UP, 
2001), 30-54, 104-124. Pace Stephen Mitchell, “Recent Archaeology and the Development of Cit- 
ies in Hellenistic and Roman Asia Minor,” in Stadt und Stadtentwicklung in Kleinasien, ed. Elmar 
Schwertheim and Engelbert Winter (Bonn: Dr. R. Habelt, 2003), 29, 31 (with n. 42), who argued 
for urban survival in Asia Minor after the third century. 

26. Assessment of public services (C.7h. 11.14.4: A.D. 328) and tax assessment (C. 77. 11.3.2: 
A.D. 327) of the city as a whole, and of various groups inside the city, were now in the hands of the 
provincial governor. 
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Observations on the Coinage 


Of FHellenistic Priene 


Prienean coinage was examined by Kurt Regling in a monograph that has been 
described by many as magisterial. "The purpose of the following observations 
is a very modest one, namely to provide, without undermining the datings 
offered by Regling, additional approaches to, and interpretations of, this ma- 
terial. Using the symbols adopted by Regling, the Hellenistic coinage of Priene 
can be chronologically grouped as follows:! 


B (AR): 334-330 R (E): 290-240 

O (4): 334(330)-320 D (AR): 270-240 

Pla (E): 334(330)—290 Cy (AR): 250-230 

PII (4): 334-290 Ply (E): 240(230)-190(170) 
Ca (AR): 330-300 I (AR): 230-190 

Q (E): 334(320)-290 E (AR): 190-170 

CB (AR): 290-250 F (AR): 190-170 

PIB (E): 200-240 C5 (AR): 190-160 

PII (4): 290-240 PI5 (E): 170-160 

Q (E): 200(270)-240 G (AR): c.15o 


From Regling's datings, it looks as if there were no significant breaks in 
Prienean coinage during the Hellenistic period. Let us start, however, with the 
silver coinage in the 330s as a terminus post quem. B (pp. 20-21) is represented 
by only one coin, which is clearly dated to the late 33os by its resemblance to 
the coins of Persian satraps. Ca (pp. 23, 26—30) consists of nos. 3, 6, 8, 9, 13, 


1. Regling, Miinzen, 16-17, 57. | use parentheses in cases when Regling proposed more than 
one dating. 
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and 26. By onomastic parallels, Regling (p. 54) put Caz close to Pla56 and 
PII57-59, which he dated to 330-—300.2 Ca8 and g mention ZOIAO(5), “the 
same official as in n. 52 and probably also in n. 77, cf. the group 0.” 052 was 
dated by Regling to 334(330)—320, and Pla77 to 330-—320.* The rest ofCa (nos. 
6, 13, and 26) have no dating of their own. Of the bronze coinage, the second 
earliest group after O (see above) is Q (pp. 75-76). Onomastic parallels led 
Regling (p. 54) to put Qr23 close to Pla6o-—61, dated by him to 330-290; Qr24 
close to Pl'y66-—68 and PII6g, which he dated to 270-240; and Q125 close to 
Ca5, dated to 330-—300.5 Likewise by onomastic parallels, he put Q128 close to 
R138, and Q 132 to R146, both dated by him to 270—240.6 Also, Regling put 
Q127 close to PII76 (290-240) and Q13o close to CBrr (290-250), PIPS1—82 
(200-—270; see n. 10 below), and PIIS3 (200—270).7 Regling put Q133 close to 
PIPr13, which he (p. 72) consegquently dated for this reason to 270-240. The 
rest of Q (i.e., nos. 126, 129, 131, 134, 135) have no onomastic parallels and 
therefore received the same dating as Q as whole: 334(320)-240.8 

In sum. Part of Ca clearly falls within 330-320, which can be suggested 
for the whole group, and the dating to zoo is just a “wide dating” or, in other 
words, a possibility. Q, which Regling dated very widely, appears to have con- 
sisted of two main groups, one falling before the 32os and the other after 290, 
so that the remainder with no onomastic parallels can be placed in either of 
these periods. Regling dated Pla and PII first of all on the basis of the corre- 
spondence of names with those on silver coins.” But, as we have seen, in ac- 
cordance with this approach, a number of coins in Pla and PII date to the 
330s-320s as well. The rest of Pla and PII have no onomastic parallels and 
therefore no more precise dating. Thus, there is no firm evidence that any of 
the first six groups lasted without lapse from the 330s to 1gos. 

Regling gave to the next five groups (CP, PIB, PII, Q, R) 2go as their zer- 
minus post quem. As he (p. 25) admitted, the absolute chronology of C is very 
difficult to determine. CP consists of nos. 7, 11, 14, 15-22. CB7 has no ono- 
mastic parallels; CBr1 mentions a certain OPA>YB and by onomastic parallels 
was dated by Regling to 290-270.! On the basis of onomastic parallels, Regling 
(p. 55) put CBr4 together with PI685—87 and PII88—89 and dated (pp. 65-66) 


.. Regling, Miinzen, 26, 58. 

. Regling, Miinzen, 27. 

.. Regling, Miinzen, 49, 63. 

„ See Regling, Miinzen, 58, 60 and 75, 26 respectively. 
„ See Regling, Miinzen, 54-55, 75-76, 80. 

„ See Regling, Miinzen, 54, 64. 


OA Su PUN 


. Regling, Miinzen, 75-80. 

9. Regling, Miinzen, 55. 

10. Regling, Minzen, 54-55, 64: CBrr with onomastic parallel in PI81—82 (290-270 B.C.) and 
in PII63 (290-270 B.C.) and in Q130, which, although it mentions the same name and has no other 
peculiar datable features, was dated by Regling (p. 76) to 200-250. 


338 


APPENDIX 


the last two groups by CP r4 itself to a broader period, that is, 200-250. Regling 
labeled CB15—22 as the coinage of AYXATO (II) and dated them to 290-—230.1l 
'Thus, for CB we have the coinage of OPA>YB in 290—270, with a wide dating 
of 200—240, and of AYXAT'O in 290-250, with a wide dating of 200—240. 

PIB consists (p. 52) of nos. 81-82, 84, 85—87, 93, 95, 113, and 118. PIBS1-— 
82 and 85—67 date to 290-270, as has already been mentioned above. By ono- 
mastic parallels, Regling (p. 54) put PIP84 close to Qr3r, which allows us to 
date it to 200-270 also.!? Likewise by onomastic parallels, Regling (p. 53) put 
PIP93 and 95 close to CPr5—22, Pllog-1ro1 and 103, as well as to RI39—141; he 
put PIB93 and 95 in the coinage of the already mentioned A YZAT'O (II) and 
dated them to 29o-250/240.15 But as we have seen, a part of Cb dates to 290— 
270, and the same is true for a part of PIB itself. "Fhis allows us to speak about 
the narrow (290-270) and wide (290—250/240) datings inside PIB. 

In the next group, PII83 mentions OPA>YB, who was probably the same 
OPAXYB as in PIB81-—82, and was therefore dated by Regling to 290-270. 
PIl127 was dated by Regling (p. 73) to shortly before 270. He dated PII88—89 
on the basis of CPr4 to 290-250, but this dating can be reduced to 200—270 
(see above). Regling labeled Pllgg-—103 as the coinage of AY>AT'O (II) and 
put it in 290-250. To his mind, this was the same Lysagoras from CP15—22 
(see above). But, as we have seen, a part of CP dates to 290-270 and the same 
dating should not be excluded for CB15—22 as well. Finally, he (p. 75) placed 
Pllr24 (AIIOA AOAOPOT) in 270-240. This could be the same person as 
ATIOA AO- in PIlzo dated to 290-—2401* or ATIOA AO- in Cy4 dated by Regling 
(p. 61) to 250-230. Regling seems to have been inclined to the latter and thus 
reduced the dating of PIIr24 accordingly. However, there is no firm ground 
for making such a precise judgment, and therefore PIl1 24 can be placed either 
before or after the mid-third century. 

Turning to Q, we recall that Q123—125 were probably coined before 320 
(see above). Q128, 132, and 133 have a wide dating of 270-240.!5 Qr31 has 
onomastic parallels (p. 54) in Cyr2 and PIB84, which allows us to date it to 250— 
240/230.165'"The rest (îi.€., Q126, 129, 134, 135) can be placed either before 320 
or after 290. In the latter case, nothing prevents us from putting them either 
before or after the mid-third century. 


11. Regling, Miinzen, 78. Regling dated Q123 to 320-270 (p. 75) and Pla6o to 330-290 (p. 58). 
Taking into account that there was likely a break in Prienean coinage between the 3oos and 290 
(see above) and that other Q and PIB coins date after 290, we can suggest 200-270 for PIB84 as well. 

12. Regling, Miinzen, 54-55, 64: CB15-—22 with onomastic parallel in PIB93; 95 (290-250 B.C.) 
and in Pllgg-101; 103 (200-250 B.C.; see p. 67) and in R139-—141 (200-240; see p. 80). 

13. For CB15-—22 see above. Regling, Miinzen, 67: 290-250 for Pllgg-1o1 and 103; 80: 290— 
240 for RI39—141. 

14. Regling, Miinzen, 61, 76. 

15. Regling, Miinzen, 60. 75. 

16. Regling, Miinzen, 27, 65. 
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Regling attributed nos. 136-147 to R. Because of the absence of any addi- 
tonal information about R136-137 and 143-145, his wide dating of 290-240 
for these coins cannot be completely proved or rejected. Other coins bring 
forward more precise evidence. R138 has an onomastic parallel in Q128, hence 
(p. 75) “shortly before 240.” R139-—141 can be dated to c.200-250,!7 and R142 
to c.240-—170.15 R146 has an onomastic parallel în Q1 32. As we have seen above, 
the wide dating of Q does not preclude placing the coins of this group after 
the mid-third century. Finally, R147 has an onomastic parallel in PII114, which 
was dated by Regling to 270-240. As we have seen, those coins in PII that can 
be given more or less precise dating fall either before or after the mid-third 
century and the same can be suggested for R147 as well. 

“The examination of the remaining four groups with a terminus post quem 
in the third century (D, Cy, Ply, 1) leads to the following observations. D is 
represented by just one coin. Regling provided a “wide dating” of 270—240, 
while Dressler spoke of the late fourth or early third century.!” As the evidence 
stands, nothing prevents us from putting this coin before the mid-third cen- 
tury. Regling put nos. 4, 12 (with some doubts), and 23 in Cy. The last has no 
onomastic parallels. Cy4 has an onomastic parallel in Pllzo, which allows us 
to date Cy4 (p. 61) to 250-240. Cy12 has onomastic parallels in PIB84 and Qr3r, 
which were also dated to 250—240. 

PI'y 66-68 have onomastic parallels (p. 54) in PIl6g and Q1r24. There is 
no further dating for PII69, but Q124 was dated by Regling to 270-—240.% Ply, 
another group of Prienean coins as defined by Regling, also has a wide dating. 
Some other coins from this group (nos. 74, 78-79, 94; 96-98, 104-106, 110, 
119-121) have no onomastic parallels, though certain suggestions about their 
datings are possible. Pl'y78-79 have no onomastic parallels, but Endlich and 
after him Regling (p. 64) were inclined to put them together with E28, which 
was dated by Regling to 190-170. Ply1o07-—108 have an onomastic parallel in 
R142 but no further chronological precision seems possible here. Ply11o has 
no onomastic parallels in Prienean coins, but if Regling is right in identifying 
the person who is mentioned on it with Polites from 7. Priene 18, then Plyr1o 
should probably be dated to c.275—270 as well.2! We see, therefore, that the 
coins of Pl'y date to either before c.240 or after c.19o. 

Finally, the group I (nos. 32—44) consists of the tetradrachms which bore 
the image of Alexander (pp. 35-44). Of these, nos. 43—44, (i.€., foreign coins 


17. Regling, Miinzen, 55: R139-141 with onomastic parallel in CB 15-22 (see above) and PIP93; 
95 (see above) and in Pllgg-101; 103 (see above). 

18. Regling, Miinzen, 55: R142 and in Ply 107-108. 

19. Regling, Miinzen, 30. 

20. Regling, Miinzen, 60, 75. 

21. Regling, Miinzen, 71. See Gauthier, “Honneurs de Pofficier Scleucide Larichos,” 49— 
50; Gauthier, “Are)era To OWuaTos,” 50. 
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struck over by a Prienean stamp) date to after 19o (p. 43). The rest, as Regling 
(p. 40) admitted, are particularly difficult to date. Different approaches have 
produced different datings. For example, letter forms, though Regling re- 
mained skeptical about their importance in this case, put nos. 32, 34—36, and 
39A in 270-240. I3gA had the same stamp as 140 (p. 40), so that a similar 
dating can be suggested for I4o as well. On the other hand, images on these 
coins put them în the first half of the second century.2% But the names suggest 
rather the second half of the third century.2* What is most significant among 
all these uncertainties for us is that there is no firm evidence for Prienean coin- 
age at the turn ofthe third and second centuries. "his in theory does not mean 
that there was no Prienean coinage at that time at all but leaves the possibility 
of a gap or gaps in Priencan coinage during that period. 

Regling”s datings are therefore mostly “wide datings,” which means that 
individual groups identified by him did not necessarily cover the whole periods 
that he assigned to them. Fach of the groups discussed above has “wide datings” 
when chronological precision cannot be attained, and “narrow datings” when 
such precision is possible. Even in subgroups, designated by Regling with the 
help of Greek letters, datings of individual coins do not fill in completely the 
chronological period assigned to a subgroup as a whole. 'Phis disparity hints at 
the possibility of gaps in Prienean coinage during the Hellenistic period. One 
of the consequences of this situation is that there is no firm evidence for con- 
secutive Prienean coinage during at least three periods: from the 320s to the 
29os; in the mid-third century; and at the turn of the third and second centu- 
ries. It is difficult to say if there always was only one or more than one lapse in 
Prienean coinage during each of these periods. 


22. Regling, Miinzen, 43. 

23. Regling, Miinzen, 40. 

24. Regling, Miinzen, 43: such names are often encountered on the bronze coins of P and Q. 
P has a very wide dating according to Regling, but he set up the terminus ante quem for Q in c.240. 
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1 3153275 
2 29 
I0A 40 
I0b 40 
IOC 207 


15 34 35; 83 

21 10; 27; 28; 297 
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35.27; 28 

36 28 

6o 137 

63 110; 120; 178 
64 118; 160; 104 
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180 (2); 185 (2) 
138; 161 

129 

234 

234 


I. Kibyra 


șI 


42a-c 


42d 
43 


44a-e 


63 
67 
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110; 131; 147 
27 
28 
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Famous personalities, including Roman emperors, are referred to by their most well- 
known name. Roman citizens are listed by their nomen, where available. The Greeks, other 
than Roman citizens, are mentioned by their first name. 


Abdera, 16; 28; 36 
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Acilius Aviola, M.”, 266 
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(ekdikia),” “syndikos (syndikia)” 
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Aetolian league, 299; 300 
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Afranius Flavianus, P. (from Ephesus?), 
319 
Africa, 152; 306; 309; 326; 334 
age requirements. See “children” 
agnearches, 219 
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169; 170; 222; 227; 220; 326 
at his own expense/with benefactions, 
39; 42; 140; 142; 144; 145; 146; 
147; 148; 1602; 282 
children as agonothetai, 160 
cooperating with other officials, 20; 
26 
in Ephesus, 2606; 270; 282; 284; 314 
holding other offices as well, 63; 180; 
226-227; 279; 282 
iteration, 223 
in Oenoanda, 158; 169; 170; 220; 320 
official distinctions, 240 
performed for relatives, 161; 186 


responsibilities, 19; 20; 21; 26; 27; 120; 
158; 169; 170; 220; 257-258; 320 
in Smyrna, 257-258; 260; 263 
term of office (“for life,” “in 
perpetuity” etc.), 220; 221; 222; 
223; 236; 282; 284 
See also “the first (protos),” “the first 
and the only,” “hypo-offices,” 
“women” 
agoranomos, 24; 34; 60; 74; 182 
at his own expense/with benefactions, 
345 144; 148 
in Ephesus, 283 
holding other offices as well, 227 
iteration, 60; 62; 224; 257 
not of the city, 135; 136 
official distinctions, 240 
performed for relatives, 161; 283 
responsibilities, 19; 29; 34 
in Smyrna, 62; 257 
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perpetuity” etc.), 62; 217; 221 
See also “the first (protos),” “the first 
and the only,” “/hypo-offices” 
Agrippina, 158; 179 
Alabanda, 164; 178; 210; 215; 300 
Alaisa (in Sicily), 321 
aleitourgesia, 18; 118; 123; 150; 177; 306; 
318; 319 
Alexander III (the Great), 45; 65; 77; 92; 
322; 340 
and cities of Asia Minor, 292—204; 296 
and Priene, 78-79; 81-82; 340 
and Samos, 92-93; 98; 99; 100; 103 
and Smyrna, 258-260; 2603; 313; 322 
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Alexander IV, 94 
Alexandria (in Egypt), 158; 205; 206; 
233; 235; 305 
Alexandria "Troas, 66; 248; 324; 326 
Alinda, 295 
abytarches, 166 
Amazons, 258; 259; 269—270 
ambassadors, 16; 41; 71; 116; 1606; 255 
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138; 141; 150; 234 
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at their own expense/with 
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hierarchy of ambassadors, 138 
honors to ambassadors, 14; 300 
in modern classifications, 24; 127 
payment to ambassadors, 35; 36; 43— 
44; 48; 150 
royal ambassadors, 69; 295 
See also “embassies” 
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Am(b)lada, 146 
Amorgos, 41; 165; 193 
Amphictyones, 300 
Amyzon, 38; 48; 204 
Anastasius, 336 
Anazarbus, 150; 151 
“ancestors” (progonoi etc.), 51; 52; 55; 104; 
166; 1607; 1608; 318 
Ancyra, 202; 325; 326 
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Ephesus), 271-273; 286; 316; 322 
Andros, 78 
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antarchon, 241; 242; 243 
anteirenarchos, 242 
antepistates, 242 
antigrammateus, 243 
antigrapheus, 62; 241 
antikeryy, 242 
antikosmetes, 242 
antistralegos, 241; 242; 243 
antitamias, 241; 242; 243 
anthypatos, 242 
Antigonea (festival), 300 
Antigonos (Monophtalmos), 66; 76; 77; 
94; 200; 260; 296; 311 
Antigonos III (Doson), 311 
Antinoos, 272 
Antioch in Persis, 80; 297; 299; 312 
Antioch-near-Pisidia, 325 
Antioch on the Maeander, 299 


Antiochos I (and Miletus), 40; 45; 48; 
73—74 
Antiochos II (Theos) 
and Erythrac, 297 
and Miletus, 66; 72 
and Priene, 79 
and Samos, 96 
and Smyrna, 209-300 
Antiochos III (the Great) 
and Amyzon, 204-295 
and Euromus, 210-211; 230; 204; 297 
and asus, 49; 97 
and Ilium, 49; 56 
and Lampsacus, 301 
and Miletus, 67 
and Rome, 248; 205; 301; 302 
and Smyrna, 249; 274 
and 'Leos, 146; 295; 300; 301 
and Xanthus, 295 
Antiochos IV, 5o 
Antistius Rusticus, L., 304 
Antius Aulus Iulius Quadratus, C. (from 
Pergamum), 121; 131; 135; 158; 
150; 222, 323; 324; 325 
Antonia 'Tryphaena (from Cyzicus), 267 
Antoninus Pius, 155; 165; 207; 238; 257; 
324—325 
and Ephesus, 267; 209; 270; 284; 313 
Antonius Albus, L.. (from Ephesus), 312; 
325 
Antonius Claudius Attalos, P. (from 
Laodicea), 323; 324 
Antonius Polemo, M. (from Laodicea), 
216; 251; 263; 264; 323; 324 
Antony (the Triumvir), 158 
Apamea 
in Bithynia, 159; 195; 304 
in Phrygia, 8; 135; 141-142; 144; 146; 
147; 309 
Aperlace, 136 
aphester, 231 
Aphrodisias, 109; 111; 119; 122; 128; 107 
and Roman rule, 3; 110; 320 
benefactions, 143; 145; 149; I5I 
children as officeholders, 114 
city council, 132; 183 
gerousia, 132 
honors paid by the city, 113; 114; 116; 
123; 120; 132; 183; 186 
neoi, 132 
officials 
agonothetai, 221 
archineopoios, 236 
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archontes, 109; 128; 167; 223, 228; 
231; 235 
eirenarchai, 210 
ekdikos, 167; 307 
generals epi tes choras, 120; 209; 210 
gymnasiacrh, 113; 122 
logistai, IQ0—191 
paraphylax, 209; 307 
secretary, 109 
stephanephoros, 113 
imelai, 200 
status of the city, 304 
women (public r6les and 
officeholding), 183; 186 
Apollo, 39; 42; 58; 70; 73; 76; 269; 314 
as a city official, 45; 46; 62; 63; 158 
Apollonia 
Apollonia on the Macander, 28 
Apollonia on the Rhyndacus, 72 
Apollonia Salbake, 232; 180; 225 
Apollonis (the queen), 49 
Apollonis (the town), 54; 55; 250 
Aptera (Crete), 300 
Aquillius, M'., 7 
Aquillius Proculus, T., 319 
arbitration, 29; 78; 84; 93; 200; 300; 311 
Arcesina, 53; 54 
archairesiai. See “election” 
arche, archai, 13—17, LOQ—114. See also 
“enarchos, enarchoi,” “exousia;” 
“the first” (protos), “the first and 
the only” (protos kai monos), 
“offices” 
archi-oftices, 60; 231; 233-235 
archiatros, 24 
archidekanos, 121 
archidikastes, 60 
archigeron, 235 
archigerousiarches, 233 
archigerousiastes, 233 
archigrammateus, 233 
archimystes, 61; 231; 233 
archineokoros, 233 
archineopoios, 233; 236 
archiparaphylax, 234 
archiphylax, 234 
archipresbeutes, 234 
archiproboulos, 235 
archiprytanis, 121; 143; 144; 223; 228; 
233; 234; 235; 236 
archiskeptouchos, 233 
archisynagogos, 181; 221; 233; 234 
architheoros, 60 


archithiasites, 60 
archizacoros, 60 
See also “high-priest (archiereus)? 
archiatros, 23; 24 234 
Archippe (from Cyme), 53; 54; 55; 56 
architect (architecton), 24; 35 
Miletus, 19; 73 
archon, archontes. See “arche, archai” 
argyrotamias, 135; 101; 232 
Aristides, Aelius, 159; 176; 199; 208; 
210; 259; 267; 275; 307; 313; 320; 
325 
Aristonicos (“Eumenes III”), 7; 8; 36; 
249 
Aristotle, 50; 82; 226; 230; 235 
Arruntius Frugi, M. f., Sergia, M. (from 
Iconium), 325 
Artemis, 36; 53; 248; 314; 315-316 
and the veneration of emperors, 269— 
270; 272-273; 284-285 
as a city official, 158 
in Ephesus, 147; 227; 265; 266; 267— 
269; 270-272; 273; 275; 219; 284— 
285; 286; 202; 314; 315-316; 322 
Artemisium, 269; 284; 285; 204; 
316; 320 
the Great Artemisia, 285; 314 
Arycanda, 163 
Arymaxa, 224 
Asander, 45 
Asclepios, 50; 274; 313; 314; 322 
Great Asclepieia (at Ephesus), 282 
Asclepieum (near Pergamum), 50; 271; 
313; 324; 327 
See also “Zeus Asclepios” 
asiarchs, 110; 162; 175 
and logistai, 190; 196 
as members of local €lites, 119; 279; 
281; 284; 285; 314 
benefactions by, 119; 162; 166 
holding other offices simultaneously, 
227; 270; 282 
for more than once, 246 
Aspendus, 54; 55 
and Alexander the Great, 292 
assembly, of the people (ekk/esia) 
access to the assembly, 81; 93; 295 
and executive officials, 76 
and prytaneis, 84-85; 104-105; 298 
and the city council, 16; 69; 7o; 88; 
104; 106; 132; 275; 327 
and the Romans, 304-305; 308; 309; 
313 
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assembly, of the people (ekk/esia) 
(continued) 
decrees by, 26 
honors by, 93; 275; 276 
kyria eklelesia, 80-81 
kyrios syllogos (in Priene), 79-81 
overseers of the assembly, 68-70; 84— 
85; 105; 157; 262; 205; 208; 313 
payment, 34 
proposals to the assembly, 28; 68-70; 
74; 75; 87; 101; 103-106; 130; 
197; 260-261; 275; 276; 277; 278; 
281; 207; 208; 313; 329-330 
responsibilities of the assembly, 30; 
67; 60; 76; 88; 104; 106; 276; 277; 
289; 298; 330 
the râle in the election of officials, 58; 
67; 106; 119; 275 
secretary of the assembly. „See 
“secretary” 
assize, 8; 240; 250; 321 
benefactions during an assize, 150 
holding offices during an assize, 135; 
146; 228 
Assus, 266; 304 
astynomoi, 23—245 57 
in Pergamum, 34; 130; 238; 240 
Astypalaea, 50; 141 
asylia (“inviolability”), 146; 248; 265; 
260; 297; 209-300; 321 
Athena, 145; 314 
Athenodoros of 'Larsus, 308 
Athens, 23; 25; 30; 35; 44; 45; 60; 62; 74; 
75; 78; 84; 86; 92; 102; 120; 158; 
204; 206; 220; 223; 231; 235; 241; 
242, 243; 270; 300; 312; 322 
and Ephesus, 273; 285; 322—323 
and Erythrac, 15; 31; 75 
and Hadrian, 263; 274 
and Samos, 92; 98 
and Smyrna, 262; 203; 204; 274; 322— 
323 
the eirenarches, 206 
the hoplite general, 129; 159; 226; 262; 
264 
athlothetai, 220 
Attalos I, 37; 300 
Attalos II, 28; 49; 51; 146; 312 
Attalos III, 7; 15; 16; 31; 33; 36; 51; 136; 
312 
Augustus, 8; 97; 130; 141; 143; 150; 151; 
158; 173; 200; 201; 203; 221; 227; 
237; 248; 267; 280; 333; 334 


and Asia, 8 

and Athens, 270 

and Bithynia, 47; 310-311 

and Ephesus, 147; 248; 269 

and local administration, 201; 278; 
280; 305; 308 

and Pergamum, 248; 274 

and Roman administration, 173; 174; 
188; 205-206; 239; 245 

and the senatorial status, 155; 170; 231 

cult, 140; 219; 260; 270; 274; 313; 316 

embassies from Asian cities, 32 

holding an office in Miletus, 158 

veneration in Asia, 07; 140; 210; 248; 
260; 270; 274; 313; 316 


Aurelius "Torquatus, M. (from 


“Trebenna), 283 


autonomia, 291; 204; 308; 310 


and the Romans, 308; 309—310 
Athens, 78 
Chios, 202 
Ephesus, 78 
Ilium, 292 
Miletus, 66 
Phocaea, 302 
Priene, 76; 77-79 
Sardis, 292 

Soli, 292 

See also “city” 


Baetica, 309 

Balbilleia (festival), 270; 282 
Bargylia, 79; 120; 203; 209 
baths 


bathing as an aspect of Romanization, 
4 332 

building expenses controlled by Rome, 
195 

built (or rebuilt) as a benefaction, 121; 
145; 162; 184-185; 284 

built on the fees of supernumerary 
councilors, 155 

closed by Rome as a punishment, 309 


benefactors 
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“by descent,” 48-49; 51; 52; 56; 59; 
163; 164; 166; 223; 317 
children, 43; 51; 52; 56; 159; 167; 168; 
186; 200-291; 317 
epithets 
“father of the city,” 176-177 
“founder” (Pristes, oikistes), 176-— 
177; 325-326 
“savior” (soter), 176-177; 325—326 
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foreigners (incl. the Romans), 16; 43; 
44; 48; 55; 159; 224 

honored with decrees, 20; 51; 53; 54 
55; 56; 58; 115; 120-122; 120; 
132; 138; 143; 145; 156; 163; 166; 
176; 183; 185; 236; 302-303; 305; 
317 

public burial, 178; 183 

statues, 145; 156; 178; 317 

See also “women” 


benefactions 


and Roman policy toward Greek cities, 
123; 152-154; 176; 262; 304; 306; 
318-319 
as indicators of high social status, 44; 
143; 156-157; 175-176; 200; 317- 
319; 330 
by doctors, 18; 10; 35; 38; 41-42; 43; 
116; 118; 145 
by teachers, 38; 220; 262 
by officials, 37-38; 39; 42; 58; 63; 144 
145; 147-148; 157; 280; 200; 307; 
317 
by private individuals, 37; 38; 39; 44— 
45; 123; 145; 157; 106 
by Romans, 147; 1606; 168; 222; 325— 
326; 333-334 
by rulers, 45; 49-50; 289-200; 334 
Antiochos (son of Seleucos I), 40; 
45; 48; 73-74 
Antiochos II, 66; 72; 207; 299-300 
Antiochos III, 49; 56; 97; 146; 205; 
300 
Antiochos IV, 5o 
Attalos I, 37; 300 
Attalos II, 49; 50; 146 
Eumenes II, 30; 38; 40; 49; 50; 295 
Perseus, 49 
Philetaeros, 30; 37; 300 
Philip V, 49 
Ptolemy I, 296 
Ptolemy III, 49 
by Sophists, 262; 283-286; 322—323 
familial (incl. “ancestral”), 49—50; 
164-166; 167; 168-169; 184; 185; 
290; 317-318 
in social organizations, 35; 30; 131; 
132; 162; 177 
limited to certain groups, 
neo, 30; 36; 39; 141; 162; 177; 197— 
198 
councilors, 112; 133; 169; 204; 277 
officilas, 112 
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gerousiastai, 131; 133; 162 
women and girls, 178 
on behalf of children, 161; 162; 244 
together with women/ family, 162; 
184; 186 
types of benefactions 
buildings, 38; 30; 41; 143; 145; 151- 
153; 162; 177; 105; 284-285; 321 
contribution, 41; 123; 147; 148; 153; 
157; 330 
decline of funding/payment, 35; 38; 
39; 41-42; 58; 145 
distributions, 131; 133; 143; 147; 
148; 149; 102; 109; 178; 202; 204; 
224; 277; 330-331 
donations, 30; 37-39; 44; 49; 50; 53; 
123; 133; 147; 140; 151-153; 157; 
222; 300 
education of the youth, 37; 39; 41 
establishing a fund, 41; 59; 141-142; 
143; 152; 102; 210; 223; 236; 318— 
319 
gymnasium (incl. oil and heating), 
375 395 1415 147; 148-149; 162 
honors to emperors, 121; 120; 140; 
148 
paying for honors, 39; 145 
performing costly Jeitourgiai, 48; 52; 
53; 54 55; 120; 123; 142; 143— 
144; 149; 157; 150; 160; 1603; 166; 
177-178; 217; 224; 225 
protection of the city/territory, 37; 
șI 
providing a feast or entertainment, 
37; 309; 42; 112; 149-150; 153; 
157; 169; 224 
setting up statues, 121; 140; I5I; 
153; 161; 1602; 324 
subscriptions, 54 
See also “baths,” “charizomai,” 
“offices,” “promise,” 
“proposals,” “stance” 
Beroea (in Macedonia), 37; 47; 136; 240 
Binda, 161; 222; 223 
Bithynia, 142; 145; 171; 196; 197; 306; 
324—326 
and Augustus, 47; 310—311 
and Pliny, 47; 154; 1609; 195; 305; 311; 
310; 320-321 
and Pompey, 154; 303; 310 
as different from Asia, 156; 195; 302; 
310-311 
boulographoi, 203; 306-307 
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Bithynia (continued) 
“censores,” 201-204 
dekaprotoi, 197-198 
entrance fees, 154-155; 156; 311 
the Bithynian league, 110; 248 
logistai, 194; 220 
“minor offices,” 47 
politographoi, 202-203; 306—307 
timetai, 200—201; 203 
See also “Ziaelas” 
bithyniarch (Pi/hyniarchia), 196; 227. See 
also “Bithynia” 
Boulagoras (from Miletus), 96; 105 
boularchos (boularchia), 230; 231 
in individual cities, 61; 119; 183; 220; 
230; 236; 255 
See also “women” 
boule. See “council” 
boulographoi, 197; 200—204 
budget, of the city (4io1kesis), 22; 24; 36; 
142; 306 
Byzantium, 195; 305; 308 


Cadoas, a priest of Apollo in Pleura 
(Lydia), 321-322 
Caesar, 120; 132; 155; 173; 1745 177; 201; 
244; 248; 265; 316; 333 
Caesareia (festival on Chios), 129 
calendar (introduced in Asia in 9 B.C.), 
311-312 
Caligula, 8; 147; 180; 206; 267; 304 
Calpurnius Proculus, L.. (from Ancyra), 
323; 326 
Cappadocia, 304; 324; 325 
Caracalla, 117; 120; 159; 190; 196; 202; 
228; 232; 234; 236; 251; 252; 258; 
260; 262; 204; 266; 267; 268; 270; 
271; 273; 2743 305; 314; 315; 325; 
334 
Caria, 8; 45; 107; 204; 209; 210; 217; 203; 
204; 303; 332 
Caristanius Fronto, C. (from Antioch- 
near-Pisidia), 325 
Ceos, 34; 35; 40; 47; 215 
Ceramus, 128; 145; 151; 175; 185; 234 
charizomai, 146; 147 
Chersonesos, 110; 115 
Chios, 36; 41; 78; 84; 111; 298; 300 
and Alexander the Great, 83; 292 
and Attalos I, 37; 300 
and Roemetalcus, 158 
and Rome, 245; 249; 305 
gerousia, 32 


gymnasium, 37 
polemarchoi, 129 
prytaneis, 20; 27; 83—84; 85 
stephanephoros, 83-84; 85; 158 
children 
age requirements, 46-48; 161; 172-173 
and Roman influence, 317-318; 331 
as benefactors, 51; 55; 122; 145; 161— 
102; 167; 173; 175; 186 
as officials, 56;114; 160-161; 173; 228 
as officials through, or with, parents, 
52; 161; 162; 168; 184; 241; 244; 
280; 281 
as other non-citizens, 43; 45-46; 55; 
159; 182; 228; 241; 201; 307-308 
as priests, 51-53; 161; 317 
as representatives of their families, 52; 
164; 171; 175; 199; 201 
conforming to their ancestors, 167; 
186; 318 
honors to children, 48; 164 
of city councilors, 170; 225; 318 
choregos; choregia, 18; 39; 123; 145; 226 
epithets, 138 
non-citizens, 46 
See also “liturgies” 
Christians, 204; 266 
Cibyra, 132; 267 
Cicero, 8; 198; 205; 215; 250; 320-321; 
332 
Cilicia, 142; 151; 170; 207-208; 210; 221; 
233; 247; 324, 325 
citizens, 14; 103; 165; 167; 176; 198; 202; 
304 
as a shorthand for 
politai (Greek), 14; 25; 30; 43; 51; 
67; 102; 330 
cives (Latin), 5; 222; 236; 244; 280; 
302; 305; 316; 327 
citizen women, 55 
donations/distributions to citizens, 38; 
141; 202 
registration of new citizens, 30; 07; 73; 
101-102; 202-203 
citizenship 
as a shorthand for 
politeia (Greek), 40; 102; 225; 293; 
302 
civitas (Latin), 4; 5; 222; 278; 302; 
305; 323; 325; 327; 331; 333; 
334 
grants by Greek cities, 7o; 78; 203; 
249; 275; 280; 334 
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city 
coinage, 65-67; 72; 76; 77-78; 92; 95— 
96; 249-250; 259-260; 261; 262; 
296; 305; 337-341 
decrees, 26; 28; 53-55; 64-67; 76; 77— 
78; 88-91; 92-04; 95-97; 102; 
104; 106; 146; 252; 253-254; 275— 
276; 278-279; 295; 296; 298-299; 
330 
finances, 21; 35-37; 50; 63; 121; 136; 
142-143; 146; 155; 174-175; 189— 
197; 199; 205; 212; 252; 277; 304; 
305; 306; 307; 318 
laws, 3; 46-47; 58; 78; 97; 293; 204; 
205; 206; 208; 300; 305; 306; 309— 
311; 320 
relationship with other cities, 
arbitrations, 78; 84; 93; 2099; 300; 
311 
rivalry over titles, 248; 251-252; 
267-268; 273; 313-314; 316, 
territorial disputes, 20; 72; 79; 95; 
97; 215; 209 
treaties, 28; 20; 40; 62; 04; 65; 66; 
71; 72; 73; 97; 136; 146; 212; 215; 
252; 281; 206-207; 300; 311 
Wars, 79; 147; 208-299; 300 
status, 7; 40; 65-67; 72; 79; 82; 04; 
248; 2409; 250; 201; 202; 204; 205- 
296; 297; 209; 301; 302; 303; 304; 
305; 308; 309; 310; 327; 334; 335 
territory, 19; 20; 37; 46; 72; 208; 210; 
211; 240; 207; 301 
See also “assembly,” “autonomia,” 
“budget,” “council,” “e/eurheria,” 
“offices,” “officials” 
Cius, 202; 227 
Claros, 38; 39; 40; 41; 42; 62; 03; 180; 
305 
(Claudia) Callisto (from Laodicea), 323 
Claudiopolis, 155; 195 
Claudius, 112; 128; 130; 132; 220; 224; 
238; 240; 266; 267; 260; 270; 281; 
305; 321 
Claudius II (Gothicus), 172 
Claudius Aristion, Ti. (from Ephesus), 
321 
Claudius Charax, A. (from Pergamum), 
322; 324; 325; 326-327 
Claudius Rufinus (from Smyrna), 177; 
262; 264; 319 
Claudius Rufus, Ti. (from Perinthos), 
324 


Claudius Stratonicus (from Aezanoi), 325 
Clazomenae, 36; 169; 200; 298; 300 
Cnidus, 57; 64; 65; 67; 97; 131; 
146; 161; 216; 218; 224; 231; 
298; 300 
Cnossus, 52; 73; 153; 167; 311 
colleges, 30; 150; 278; 280; 2094; 207 
colleges established ad hoc, 21; 67; 88; 
126; 207 
colleges not in city administration, 20; 
62; 132; 134-135; 143; 220-221; 
233—234; 275 
colleges of city officials, 57; 68; 71; 82; 
83; 86; 07-98; 99; 101-105; 210; 
255; 201; 275 
hierarchy inside colleges, 60; 61; 84; 
181; 228-234; 235; 236-238; 280; 
281; 308; 331 
synarchia (synarchontes), 23; 25; 30; 60; 
Gr; 86; 112; 113; 121; 234; 
237 
technical staff of colleges, 20; 31—32; 
33; 35; 58; 61; 62; 63; 133-135; 
140; 220—221 
See also “archi-offices,” “first offices,” 
“hypo-offices,” “offices” 
Colonia Antiochensis, 304 
Colonia Genetiva Iulia, 153; 309 
Colophon, 27; 62; 76-77; 79; 159; 256; 
208-209; 305 
Colophon Nova (Colophon ad Mare, 
Notion), 36 
Commagene, 110; 112; 115; 312 
commissioners elected 44 hoc, 76; 88; 
100; 106; 120; 126; 207. See also 
“colleges,” “election 
(archairesiai)” 
Commodus, 142; 150; 183; 190; 191; 
202; 218; 220; 221; 225; 239; 
315; 323 
competition 
among candidates for offices, 44; 149— 
150; 151; 319 
among local notables, 225; 279; 283; 
291; 320 
sporting, 28; 36; 03; 170; 225; 260; 
282; 315 
Constantine Î, 199; 214; 266 
consularis femina, 188 
conventus. See “assize” 
Coresa, 122 
Cornelius Scipio, P. (proconsul of Asia), 


37; 320 
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correctores, 191; 192; 304. See also 
“Jogistai” 
Cos, 31; 52; 53; 60; 89; 04; 112; 223; 280; 
297; 300 
Cosconia Myrton (from Colophon?), 159; 
179; 256 
Cotiaeum, 224; 231 
council, of the city (bou/e) 
“concord” with the people, 132; 171— 
172; 253; 278; 327 
cooperating with the assembly, 93; 
104-106; 121; 156; 101; 106; 183— 
184; 253; 254; 275; 276; 298; 327; 
330, 
epimenioi, 230; 255 
hierarchy inside the council, 61; 73; 
120; 167; 197; 109; 230-231; 255 
kratiste (boule), 255; 278 
making proposals to the assembly, 26; 
28; 69; 104; 252; 253; 275; 298 
technical staff of the council, 19; 20; 
21; 23; 31; 60; 75; 85; 100-103; 
110; 120; 133-134; 135; 136; 137; 
144; 147; 180; 214; 220-221; 227; 
253; 254255 
councilor, of the city (Pouleutes) 
admitted “in excess of legal number,” 
155; 157; 305; 311; 320; 321 
bouleutikai archai, 138; 158; 169-170; 
172; 318 
bouleutikon tagma, 154; 318 
elevated social status, 133; 154; 156; 
157; 158; 160; 170; 182; 109; 203— 
204; 230; 240; 241; 255-256; 277- 
278; 327; 331 
entrance fees, 133; 154-156; 311; 319 
families of the councilors, 154; 1538; 
168; 160; 170; 171; 172; 318; 330; 
331; 335 
relation to executive officials, 14-16; 
24; 26-27; 73; 75; LLO-112; 128; 
297 
responsibilities, 26; 69-70; 101; 110; 
128; 130; 132; 141; 275; 204; 295 
See also “assembly,” “boularchos,”? 
“boulographoi,” “colleges,” 
“clites,” “fees,” “offices,” 
“patrobouloi,” “prytanis;” “summa 
honoraria” “synedroi” 
court (Jikasterion), 20; 31; 130; 131; 136; 
215 
Cremna, 162; 171; 172; 326 
Cretarch, 110 


Crete (the Cretans), 40; 06; 70; 74; 110; 
235; 300 
Cula, 121; 141 
cults 
joint cults of emperors and local 
deities, 258; 268; 269; 270; 271; 
285; 316 
of local deities, 51; 70; 72; 74; 98; 99; 
170; 260; 2606; 208; 260; 270; 271; 
272; 273; 284; 286; 314; 315; 316; 
321; 322; 326 
of members of imperial families, 266— 
267; 268; 260; 270; 312 
of Roman rulers, 4; 70; 248; 258; 265; 
266, 282; 312; 315; 316; 323 
royal cults, 4; 201; 295; 312; 313 
See also “Livia (Augusta),” “Nemesis, 
Nemeseis,” “neokoria,” “priest, 
priestess,” “Romsâ,” “senate” 
cursus honorum, 137; 172; 173; 174 
Cuspius Pactumeius Rufinus, L. (from 
Pergamum), 325; 327 
customs, 312 
customs law of Asia, 8; 212 
customs laws (nomoi telonikoi), 293 
Cyme, 42; 43; 53; 54-55; 56; 59; 62; 148; 
159 
Cyprus, 117; 120; 162; 200; 210; 235; 241 
Cyrene, 115; 179; 291; 203; 334 
“Constitution of Cyrene,” 293 
Cyzicus, 30; 31; 37; 45; 61; 145; 181; 267; 
274; 300; 305; 309; 324 


decrees. See “city” 

dekaprotos (dekaproteia), 111; 127; 160; 
181; 193; 189; 197-200; 227; 306; 
307. „See also “council” 

Delos, 14; 18; 19; 26; 52; 60; 120; 141; 
167; 220; 234 

Delphi, 14; 49; 98; 110; 110; 1606; 221; 
230; 235; 240; 262; 209-300 

Demetrieis (tribe in Samos), 94-95 

Demetrios Poliorketes, 45; 78; 90; 93; 94; 95 

demiourgos, 20; 54; 98; 99; 159; 180; 184; 
220; 221; 222; 223; 243 

Demodamas (a Seleucid general), 295 

demokratia, 16; 66; 77; 82; 202-293; 309 

demosion, 115; 117; 128; 129. See also 
“hiera;” “liturgies” 

Demostheneia (festival). See “Iulius 
Demosthenes, C.” 

Demosthenes, C. Iulius (from 
Oenoanda), 169; 319; 303; 320 
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Demosthenes (orator), 115; 324 
Diadochi, 29; 94; 296 
diagramma, 293 
diagraphe, 293 
Didyma, 39; 42; 58; 70; 76 
Dio Cassius, 173; 240 
Dio Chrysostom, 119; 132; 152; 154; 155; 
158; 159; 165; 166; 171-172; 175; 
176; 178; 183; 195; 196; 259; 304; 
300; 313; 320; 321 
Diocletian, 9; 289; 336 
Diodoros Pasparos, 128; 265; 329 
Diodotes, son of Cleonymos (from 
Erythrae), 299 
diogmitai, 23; 128; 130; 206; 212-213; 
263; 264 
Dionysos Kathegemon, 222; 325 
Dionysoupolis, 119; 148; 212 
doctors, 19; 111; 186 
“for life,” 220 
honored by cities, 128; 130 
in colleges and social organizations, 
134 
organized as a college, 134; 234 
performing free of charge, 18; 35; 38; 
41; 42; 43; 116; 118; 145; 150; 
177-178 
dokimasia. See “scrutiny” 
Domitian, 111; 121; I5I; IQI; 210; 219; 
226; 245; 259; 266; 269; 270; 271; 
272; 270; 310; 313; 316; 324 
Dorylaeum, 170; 178; 232; 325 
Drusus, 181 
duumoir, 137; 138; 159; 245; 302; 310 


Egnatius Victor Lollianus, L., 225; 246 
egregius, 278 
Egypt, 20; 126; 179; 197; 205; 206; 213; 
221; 235; 306; 311 
eikosaprotos (eikosaproteia), 120; 197-200; 
220. See also “council” 
eirenarches (eirenarchia), 23; 127; 151; 
159; 160; 161; 182; 189; 199; 206— 
213; 223; 228; 240; 242; 263; 204; 
282; 306; 307; 332 
official distinctions, 206 
“the only errenarches,” 283 
See also “anti-offices,” “liturgies” 
ekdikos (ekdikia) 
of cities, 110; III; 127; 134; 167; 
180; 213-216; 227; 230; 306; 307 
of colleges and social organizations, 
213-216, 223 


qII 


eklogeus (tax collector), 159; 307 
eklogistes, 26; 32 
Elaea, 14; 15; 16; 25; 26; 31; 33; 36; 129; 
136; 224; 312 
Elagabalus, 118; 110; 105; 170; 174; 227; 
232; 240; 208; 271; 272; 278; 281 
elaiones. See “treasurers” 
election (archairesiai), 81-82; 144 
and the kings, 201; 295 
nomination by the king, 210-211 
and promises of benefactions by 
candidates, 42—44; 149—152 
and the r6le of the assembly, 58; 67; 
76; 105; 110; 253; 275; 280; 205; 
207; 298 
and the Romans, 153 
lex provincia, 302—303 
nomination by the emperor/ 
governor, 155; 109; 208; 307; 
325 
qualifications, 47-48 
due to earlier benefactions, 149-150 
of city councilors, 128; 310 
of city officials, 25; 46-47; 89; 115; 
222; 253 
of judges, 15 
of priests, 25 
of non-citizens, 45-46; 157-159; 
291 
of temporary commissions, 67; 70; 
76; 87-88; 106; 280; 205; 207; 
298 
qualifications 
age, 46-48 
amount of property, 47; 56-57; 
157-158 
social status, 45; 157-159 
See also “city,” “scrutiny (dokimasia),” 
“timairesiai”” 
Eleusis, 117; 120 
eleutheria, 66; 77; 78; 79; 291; 292; 204; 
302; 308. See also “city” 
€lites 
appeals to the Romans, 195-196; 310— 
311; 310; 320; 321; 327 
as opposed to the rest of the city, 164 
165; 170; 171; 175-176; 236; 252; 
253; 260; 281; 317; 327; 335 
as Roman officials, 190; 196; 324-326; 
3315 334 
as part of Roman ruling class, 4; 196; 
222; 253; 282; 284; 316; 324; 326; 
327; 328; 334; 335; 336 
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clites (continued) 

factional strifes, 195; 196; 319; 321; 
324; 327 

financial responsibilities, 174-175; 
177; 222; 236; 237-238; 318; 
336 

“first families,” 164-165; 166; 168; 
175; 196; 317 

intermarriages, 284; 323; 324 

provincial €lites, 168; 190; 196-197; 
253; 314; 323; 324 


rivalry among members, 236; 252; 257; 


260; 279 
See also “council,” “/eitourgos,” 
“rhetors,” “Sophists” 
embassies 
as benefactions, 18; 44; 125; 126; 127; 
150-151; 156; 107; 169; 
224; 284 
from city to city, 14; 69; 78; 209 
from city to Roman authorities, 132; 
149; 155; 248; 284; 301 
from city to Greek rulers, 297; 
299 
from/to social organizations or 
colleges, 132 
„See also “ambassadors,” “ekdikos 
(ekdikia)” 
enarchos, enarchoi, 14; 82; 240. See also 
“arche, archai” 
ephebarchos (ephebarchia), 32; 39; 127; 
242. See also “hypo-offices” 
ephebes 
as an organization, 30; 33; 36; 120; 
132; 228; 243; 254; 275 
entrusted with epimeleia / leitourgia, 
110; 123; 160; 306 
their officials, 31; 32; 36; 220 
Ephesus, 118; 110; 146; 148; 219 
and Alexander the Great, 292; 293 
and Lysimachos, 265 
and Mithridates, 248-249; 276 
and Rome, 112; 154; 157; 166; 
248; 249; 205; 304; 308; 309; 
311; 312; 316; 319; 320; 325 
as proconsular residence, 250; 251 
assembly, 275; 276; 277; 278 
benefactions for the citizens, 151; 161; 
321 
citizenship grants, 203; 275; 280 
council, 240; 275 
and the people, 171; 276; 278 
boularchos, 119; 236 


AND SUBJECTS 


prytanis, 141; 166; 167; 180; 280— 
281; 285 
secretary, 227 
imperial cult, 205-271; 272; 279; 285; 
313—314 
laws of the city, 78 
officials 
agonothetes, 221; 270; 282; 284 
agoranomos, 283 
eirenarches, 208; 282 
ekdikos, 307 
general, 275; 278; 281-282 
gymnasiarch, 158; 166; 225; 227; 
283; 285 
high priest, 167; 279; 281; 282; 
284 
hymnodoi, 123 
logistai, 190 
neokoros, 281; 285 
ne0poi0s, 175 
nyctophylax, 205 
overscers of water reservoirs, 
120 
paraphylax tes irenes, 209; 210 
secretary, 146; 147; 151; 106; 227; 
278; 270; 280; 281; 284; 285; 
309 
patroboulos, 170 
social organizations 
college of doctors, 134 
ephebes, 123; 275; 304 
gerousia, 131; 132; 227; 265 
neo, 275 
synergasia, 223 
Sophists, 283-284; 285; 322-323 
status of the city, 78 
title of the city 
metropolis, 247; 267 
neokoros, 259; 266; 267; 268; 
270; 271; 272; 279; 313; 
314 
women's r6le in city life, 180; 186; 
100; 280; 281; 284; 285 
See also “Androclos (legendary 
founder of Ephesus),” “Artemis,” 
“Flavius Damianus, [Ti.?2],? 
“Rome (goddess)” 
epimeleia, 18—20; 21—22; 119-121; 123 
124; 228 
epimeletes. See “overseer” 
epimenioi. See “council” 
epistates. See “overseer” 
epitropos. See “overseer” 
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Eresos, 79; 293; 208; 299 
Eretria, 30; 111; 120; 121 
Erythrae 
and Greek rulers, 77; 297 
and other Greek cities, 40; 299 
and Rome, 129; 249 
benefactions for the city, 34; 37; 38; 
39; 50 
gerousia, 131 
legislative proposals, 28; 297 
officials 
agoranomos, 19 
exetastes, 28; 207 
generals, 28; 56; 207 
judge, 15; 27 
prytanis, 27; 28; 297 
timouchoi, 82 
priest, 218; 223 
promises of benefactions, 41 
secretary to city officials, 31; 32; 75 
status of the city, 77 
FEumenes I, 83; 136; 238 
Eumenes II, 7; 16; 30; 34; 38; 40; 49; 
130; 205 
Eumenes III. See “Aristonicos” 
Euromus, 15; 66; 151; 170; 210; 211; 
224; 227; 234; 238; 239; 274; 204; 
297 
exetastai, 28; 36; 254; 207 
exousia. See “offices” 


Fabius Persicus, Paullus, 123; 143; 160; 
266; 267; 269; 304 
feasts. See “benefactions” 
fees (entry), 133; 154; 155; 156; 311; 319. 
See also “honorarium 
decurionatus,” “summa 
“first families.” See “€lites” 
“first offices” 
archai, 113; 114; 138; 231; 232; 235— 
236 
leitourgiai, 118 
“first officials” 
agonothetes, 232; 236 
AgOranomos, 217; 232; 257 
archon, 232; 234 
archon ot the generals, 61 
areyrotamias, 232 
general, 277; 281 
gymnasiarch, 232; 283 
kOsmos, 235 
prytams, 235 
secretary, 232; 234; 235; 277; 279 


» 


honoraria” 
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“the first and the only” (protos kai monos) 
AgOranomos, 217; 232; 257 
gymnasiarch, 217 
Flavius Damianus, ['[i.?] (from 
Ephesus), 34; 146; 147; 210; 284; 
285; 316 
Flavius Hermocrates, L.. (from Phocaca), 
323 
Flavius Menander, 'I. (from Ephesus), 
151; 285 
Flavius Rufinianus (from Phocaea), 323 
foundations (financial), 115; 143; 154 
197-198; 219; 260; 315; 316; 319 
See also “benefactions,” “funds” 
“founder” (01kistes, ktistes). See 
“benefactors” 
“friendly gifts” (xenia), 36; 71 
funds 
and Roman authorities, 195; 196; 320 
city funds, 21; 28; 35; 36; 71; 135; 141; 
142; 143; 146; 147; 152; 153; 223; 
236; 318; 330 

diversion of city funds, 36; 37; 143; 
319 

established for distributions, 162 

established to help holding offices, 
59; 142; 144; 152; 221; 236; 
318; 319 

funding expressly rejected by officials, 
35; 58; 135; 141; 144; 146 

of colleges and social organizations, 
143 

replenished by officials/ private 
individuals, 142—143; 147 

See also “benefactions,” “foundations” 


Galatia, 7; 142; 154; 197; 202; 203; 245; 
304; 306; 307; 323; 324 
general (strategos) 
and other city officials, 16-17; 24; 27— 
28; 36; 120-121; 127; 128-129; 
130; 227; 282; 207 
as a leitourgia, 118, 135; 140; 146; 149— 
150; 151; 175; 177; 204; 
323 
epi tes choras, 209; 210; 306; 332 
epi tes etrenes, 209; 263-264 
“for life,” 220 
for more than once, 224 
generalship held by family members, 
51-52; 163; 270; 281-282 
hierarchy among generals, 60-61; 113; 
232; 242; 277 
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general (strategos) (continued) 
hoplite general (strategos epi ta hopla), 
120; 159; 183; 256; 257; 262-263; 
204; 285 
in individual cities, 22; 71-72; 86-88; 
97-98; 120; 135; 218; 226; 244; 
252; 257; 200-262; 275; 278; 281; 
297; 323; 320 
royal generals and Greek cities, 16; 
28-20; 234; 260; 291; 205; 296 
technical staff of the generals, 31; 58 
term of office, 56 
See also “heiremenoi epi tei phylakei” 
(în “Miletus” and “Samos”), 
“women” 
Germanicus, 132 
gerousia 
acting together with city officials, 25; 
30-31 
and Rome, 131-132; 150; 189; 190; 
216; 235; 309 
entrance fees, 154 
finances, 132; 143; 147; 150; 189; 190 
gerousiarchos, 231 
hierarchy, 32—33; 121; 233 
occupying a separate position in the 
City, 30; 33; 110; 110; 131-132; 
133; 161; 214 
synedrion, 87 
technical staff, 32; 39; 121; 134; 136; 
137; 147; 181; 218; 227 
Gordian III, 119; 159; 102; 172; 190; 
224; 225; 227; 232; 259; 260; 262; 
204; 268; 272; 279; 280; 283 
Gortyn, 28; 110; 237; 311 
grain, supply of. See “sitones” 
Grain Decree (from Samos), 88; 89; 95; 
100; 103; 105; 106; 238 
grammatophylax, 60; 61; 135; 183; 237; 
254. See also “secretary” 
Greece, 196; 230; 243; 320 
eymnasiarch (gymnasiarchia) 
during a festival, 185; 227 
during the time of the assize, 135; 146 
election, 46; 47 
epimeletes of the eymnasiarchia, 120 
“for life”/““in perpetuity,” 220; 221; 
222; 325 
hierarchy of gymnasiarchs, 232; 242; 
283 
holding gymnasiarchia as a leitourgia, 
39; 42; 43; 44; 52; 59; 03; 113; 
118; 135; 140; 141; 142; 143; 144; 


145; 146; 147-148; 148-149; 150; 
175; 177; 217; 227; 283 

holding gymnasiarchia by family 
members, 163 

holding gymnasiarchia by non-citizens, 
158-159 

holding other offices simultaneously, 
03, 227, 228 

of college, 62; 63 

of the ephebes, 32; 36 

of the gerousia, 32; 39; 134; 136; 137; 
147; 218; 227 

of the neoi, 31—32; 134; 136; 137; 222 

of the paides, 137 

performed by/for children, 52; 160; 
101; 283 

responsibilities, 19; 34; 36; 39; 60; 120; 
122; 129 

See also “hypo-offices,” “liturgies,” 
“women” 

gymnasium 

financing audited by Roman 
authorities, 195 

funding from individuals, 37; 40; 49; 
141; 140; 272; 284 

of the neoi, 30; 131; 141; 198 


Hadrian, 120; 132; 149; 150; 151; 154; 
157; 169; 190; 196; 197; 198; 251; 
250; 202; 267; 269; 270; 271; 272; 
273; 274; 277; 270; 281; 285; 312; 
316; 319; 327 

Hadriana Olympia (festival), 263; 270; 
273; 274 

Hadrianea, 162 

Hadrianeia (festival), 251; 273; 282; 284 

Hadrianeum, 271; 273; 316 

Hadrianoi, 131; 145; 186; 200; 274 

Hadrianoupolis, 206 

Hadrianoutherae, 159 

Halicarnassus, 50; 53; 58; 62; 79; 80; 300 

Heraclea by the Latmus, 16; 62; 72; 203; 
212; 300; 301 

Heraclea Salbake, 145; 104; 178; 180; 
184; 186; 217 

Heracles, 37; 227; 315 

herald (Feryx), 60; 242; 308. See also 
“hierokeryx,” “anti-offices,” 
“hypo-offices” 

Herennius Etruscus Messius Decius, Q., 
304 

Herodian, 238; 320 

Hestia Boulaia, 72; 74 
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hiera, 25; 26; 37; 117; 129 
Hierocaesarea, 140; 321 
hierokeryx, 124; 227 
Hieron (tyrant in Priene), 93; 95; 96 
hieropoios, 25; 31; 39 
high priest (archiereus) 
and Rome, 265; 266 
children as high priests, 160 
cooperating with other officials, 128; 130 
high priesthood as a /eitourgia, 118; 
145; 149; 177-178 
high priesthood held by family 
members, 163; 167 
high priesthood held by husband and 
wife, 184; 185 
high priesthood held “for life”/“in 
perpetuity,” 219-222 
high priesthood of social 
organizations, 135 
high priest in Hellenistic times, 234; 312 
holding other offices simultaneously, 
228; 279; 282 
See also “women” 
hipparchos (hipparchia), 24; 263; 264 
as an indication of an elevated social 
status, 163; 183 
deities, 45 
See also “hypo-oftices, 
honestiores, 172; 327 
honor municipalis, 125 
honos, 124; 125 
honorarium decurionatus, 155; 156; 157 
See also “fees,” “summa honoraria” 
Hordeonius Lollianus, P., 262; 285 
hydrophoros (hydrophoria), 150; 1984 
hymnodoi, 123; 160; 219; 227; 306 
Hypaepa, 225; 227; 232 
hyperetes (hyperesia), 20; 21; 22; 122—124; 
125; 126; 229 
hypo-oftices, 59; 60; 228; 242; 243 
hypagonothetes, 228 
hypagoranomos, 60; 228; 220; 242; 257 
hyparchitecton, 230 
hypephebarchos, 228; 230; 242 
hypeuthynos, 228; 242 
hyphiereus, 230; 242 
hyphipparchos, 242 
hypodemiourgos, 220 
hypogrammateus, 60; 229; 230; 242 
hypographeus, 230 
hypogymnasiarch, 60; 228; 229 
hypokeryx, 60; 242 
hypokosmetes, 242 


» ec 


women” 


hypomnematographos, 126 
hyponeokoros, 230; 242 
hypopaidotribes, 220 
hypostrategos, 229; 230 
hypotamias, 220 


lasus 
and Hellenistic kings, 49; 97; 296 
and other cities, 79; 299 
children as officials, 52 
council of the city, 31; 112 
officials, 14; 16 
agonothetai, 39; 42; 42 
choregoi, 46 
college secretaries, 31 
generals, 210 
gymnasiarch, 52; 129 
hyperetai, 20 
stephanephoros, 46; 62 
social organizations, 141; 102; 107-198 
Iconium, 191; 226; 325 
Idebessus, 62; 111; 112; 117; 118; 121; 
120; 145; 146; 101; 107; 168; 185; 
197; 198; 199; 307 
Ilium 
and Hellenistic kings, 49; 56; 66; 292 
benefactions in office, 58 
council of the city, 16; 27 
officials, 32; 33; 82 
Phylarchoi, 15; 31; 33 
prytaneis, 141 
nomophylakes, 141 
sacral officials, 19; 26; 38; 52 
status of the city, 250; 202 
imperium, 125; 137; 138; 102; 238; 244; 245 
Ionia, 8; 95 
los, 193; 237 
Ipsus, battle of, 78; 93 
Isauria, 233; 324 
isopolity (isopoliteia), 16; 40; 04; 65; 68; 
70; 71; 72; 70; 212 
Italy, 4; 153; 170; 187; 188; 192; 225; 
245; 309 
Iulia. See “Livia (Augusta)” 
Iulia Gordus, 113; 150; 196; 224; 232; 
237(2); 240 
Iulia Iuliana (from 'Ehyatira), 145; 180; 182 
Iulius Celsus Polemaeanus, Ti. (from 
Ephesus), 286; 324 
Iulius Cornutus 'Lertullus, C. (from 
Pamphylia), 325 
Iulius Demosthenes, C. (from 
Oenoanda), 169; 303; 319; 320 
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Iulius Nicephoros, C., 280 

Iulius Severus, C. (from Ancyra), 192; 325 

Iunius Montanus, 'Litus (from 
Alexandria Troas), 324; 326 


judge (ikastes, krites) 
and other city officials, 15; 20; 111; 
127; 130; 141; 187 
foreign judges, 28; 20; 78; 79; 89; 96; 
97; 130; 146; 203; 208-209; 300; 
311 
in individual cities, 27; 34; 57; 94 


katoikia, 110; 115; 135; 136; 149; 150; 
163; 102; 104; 213; 222 

keryxy. See “herald” 

kome, LLO; 115; 121; 132; 135; 214; 215 

kosmoi, 61; 210; 235; 237; 204 

ktistes. See “founder” 

kyrios syllogos, 17; 19-80; 81; 82 


Lalla, daughter of Timarchos (from 
Arneae), 182; 186 
Lamian war, 92; 94 
lampadistai, 43; 59; 62 
Lampsacus 
and other Greek cities, 84; 298; 300 
and Rome, 248; 301 
gerousia, 131; 147 
Laodice, the wife of Antiochos III, 55; 
146; 177 
Laodicea 
ad Mare (Syria), 60; 233 
by the L.ycus, 20; 74; 79; 132; 149; 
159; 204; 216; 217; 252; 209; 308; 
323; 324 
Combusta (or Catacecaumene), 154 
Larbenae, 16; 35; 36 
Larissa, 40; 218 
league (Foinon), 113; 115; 214 
the Achaean league, 308 
the Ionian league, 40; 84; 85; 95 
the league of Aetolia, 209; 300 
the league of Asia, 110; 223; 248 
the league of Bithynia, 110; 248 
the league of Crete, 110 
the league of Lycia, 110; 115; 136; 227 
Lebedus, 18; 46; 97; 146; 200; 201; 298; 
311 
leitourgos 
as a social group, 118; 126; 164; 176; 
317; 318 
epithets, 118; 119 


honors to /eitourgoi, 118 
officeholders as /eitourgoi, 115; 176 
See also “liturgies (leitourgiai)” 
Lemnos, 113; 159 
Lepsia, 19 
Leros, 122; 146 
Letoon, 117; 136; 102; 181; 220 
lex coloniae Genetivae Iuliae (lex 
Ursonensis), 137; 153; 309 
lex Cornelia (in the province of Asia), 303 
lex Cornelia (de magistratibus), 172 
lex Irnitana, 137; 138; 309 
lex Iulia (municipalis) (Tabula 
Heracleensis), 173 
lex municipalis Malacitana, 137; 245; 327 
lex municipii Salpensani, 137 
lex Pompeia, 202; 303 
lex provinciae, 303 
lex provinciae Asiae, 302; 303 
lex Villia (annalis), 172 
liturgies (/eitourgiai) 
and archai, 17-18; 51; 113; 114-119; 
123—124; 127; 136; 104; 107; 175; 
317 
and hyperesiai, 122-123 
and Roman authorities, 304; 306; 318; 
334 
by officials, 113; 126; 282; 283 
by private individuals, 18; 20; 22; 44; 
115; 125 
freedom from liturgies, 150; 177; 178; 
264; 285; 306; 318; 319; 334 
holding /eitourgiai for relatives, 162 
holding offices as liturgies, 17; 18; 22; 
235 44; 52; 54; 55; 58; 50; 60; 61; 
63; 114; 117; 118; 138; 145-146; 
156; 175; 182; 109; 208; 220; 222; 
225; 228; 231; 241; 245; 256; 257; 
261; 2604; 280; 282; 283; 290; 291; 
305; 307; 317 
substituting Jeitourgiai with monetary 
payments, 109; 118 
See also “benefactions,” “/eitourgos,” 
“offices” 
Livia (Augusta), 265; 266; 2607; 209 
Livy, 198; 248; 250; 295 
logistai 
and correctores, 191; 192; 304 
and curatores, 189; 190; 191; 332 
and other officials, 111; 127; 140; 220 
as local by origin, 190; 196; 323; 324 
as Roman officials, 190; 191; 192; 193; 
194; 195; 196; 306 
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in the pre-Roman period, 193; 306 
of colleges and social organizations, 
133-134 135; 137; 189; 191 
See also “eklogistes” 
Lucius Verus, 113; 150; 157; 189; 194; 
196; 227, 232; 237; 285; 318; 320 
Lycia, 110; 112; 118; 132; 136; 142; 158; 
159; 163; 171; 193; 196; 197; 213; 
236; 303; 304; 319; 324; 326 
Lycia-Pamphylia (Roman province), 
303; 326 
Lydae, 111; 142; 145 
Lydia, 8; 20; 116; 117; 122; 140; 213; 
227; 285 
Lysimachos, 16; 25; 66; 78-79; 93; 95; 
96; 260; 265; 311; 313 


Maceonia, 189; 194; 224 
magistratus, 14; 124; 125; 104; 245 
Magnesia by the Sipylus 
and other cities, 203; 252 
hierarchization, 232 
officials 
gymnasiarch, 52; 63 
stephanephoros, 53; 54; 55; 63; 222 
women as officials, 53; 54; 55 
Magnesia on the Macander 
and Hellenistic rulers, 40; 49; 79; 297; 
299 
and other cities, 14; 16; 40; 72; 79; 97; 
146; 215; 208; 209; 300 
and Roman authorities, 250; 308 
city budget, 36 
doctors, 128; 130 
gerousia, 30—31; 32; 131 
officials 
agoranomos, 148 
archontes, 16; 25; 31 
ekdikoi, 215 
gymnasiarchs, 179; 217 
high priest, 228 
judges, 57 
military officials, 19 
neokoroi, 39; 314 
oeconomoi, 37 
prytanis, 83; 84; 85 
sacral officials, 16; 25; 26; 30; 179 
secretary, 228 
Phylai, 30 
women in public life, 178; 179 
Mantinea, 117; 144; 183; 243 
Marcus Aurelius, 110; 113; 121; 120; 


150; 165; 172; 181; 183; 185; 189; 
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190; 196; 227; 228; 232; 234; 237; 
252; 253; 250; 260; 285; 308; 320 
Maronea, 29; 40 
Maximinus, 232; 238; 268 
Megalopolis, 243; 300 
Menippos (from Claros), 42; 63; 284; 305 
Menippos (from "Teos), 301 
Menodoros, son of Metrodoros (from 
Pergamum), 48; 302 
Messene, 86; 203; 311 
Methymna, 241; 298; 299 
metropoleis, 247; 251; 267-268; 270; 306; 
311; 313 
Metropolis (in Ionia), 60; 128; 129; 131; 
132; 133; 134 140; 146; 181; 232; 
237; 240 
Miletus 
and Hellenistic rulers, 38; 40; 45; 48; 
49; 65; 66; 67; 207 
and other cities, 16; 28; 40; 600; 71; 72; 
79; 97; 146; 203; 212; 215; 209; 
300 
and Roman authorities, 120-121; 158 
benefactions, 41; 147; 149; 184 
citizenship, 30; 70; 71; 72 
city budget, 21; 36 
city council, 26; 60; 70; 72; 73; 74; 207 
decrees, 64-66; 67; 296; 208 
leitourgiai, 109; 116; 118; 119; 175; 225 
officials 
agonothetes, 116 
architecton, 19 
archiprytanis, 228; 233; 236 
archontes, 26; 109; 119; 120 
boularchos, 61 
eirenarches, 223 
generals, 71; 72; 97; 128; 149 
gymnasiarch, 52; 120; 217 
heiremenoi epi tei phylakei, 71; 72; 
755 97 
hieropotoi, 39 
hydrophoroi, 150; 184 
neopotoi, 44 
overseers of commerce, 29 
overseers of the assembly, 68; 09; 
70; 733 75; 105; 205; 208 
overseers of the public bank, 22 
paidonomoi, 129 
Phrourarchoi, 46 
priests, 37; 47; 128 
prophetai, 118; 149; 150; 163; 177 
prytaneis, 27; 71; 723 73; 74 75; 83; 
84; 85 
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Miletus 
officials (continued) 
secretaries, 75 
stephanephoros, 45; 62; 63; 66; 83; 
120; 158; 163; 175; 225; 291 
synedroi, 67; 68; 70; 76; 87; 205 
treasurer, 21; 31; 37; 57; 71; 73 297; 
298 
oikodomia, 70; 76 
prytaneton, 74 
social organizations 
ephebes, 3o 
gerousia, 32; 39 
status of the city, 66; 72; 209-300 
superintendent of works, 7o 
women's public r6le, 218; 236 
Mithridates VI (Eupator), 203; 249; 250; 
255; 276; 308 
Mucius Scaevola, Q., 311 
Municipium Flavium Irnitanum. „See lex 
Irnitana 
MUnUS, 114; 124 125 
Mylasa 
and other cities, 72; 215; 300 
benefactions, 39; 41; 48 
city council, 16; 27; 141; 147 
officials 
archontes, 16; 32; 134 
choregoi, 39 
ekdikoi, 215 
eklogistes, 32 
general, 51 
logistai, 193 
paidonomos, 19 
panegyriarchos, 19 
religious officials, 32; 51; 59; 63; 111 
stephanephoros, 63 
social organizations 
neoi, 30; 31—32 
Phylai, 15; 30; 31; 325 42; 51; 177 
syngeneia, 30; 51 
Myndus, 96; 300 
mystai, 61; 223; 253; 256; 257; 258; 321; 
322 
mystarches and archimystes, 61; 231; 
233 
Mytilene, 74; 158; 180-181; 221; 222; 
229; 241; 255; 204; 208; 200; 311 


Nacolea, 135; 202; 203; 204; 234 
Nemesis, Nemeseis, 258; 259; 260; 263; 
313; 314; 315; 322 


neokoria, 181; 227; 248; 251; 252 
Cyzicus, 267; 274 
Ephesus, 259; 2606; 267; 268; 
260; 270; 271; 272; 273; 
279; 281; 313; 314 
Laodicea, 252 
Pergamum, 270; 313 
Smyrna, 251; 252; 258; 259; 260; 
261; 263; 204; 208; 274; 
314 
"Tarsus, 274 
“Tralles, 252 
See also “archi-offices,” “hypo-offices” 
neokoros, 36; 39; 183; 210; 220; 251; 256; 
258; 2603; 204; 266; 207-268; 271; 
281; 285; 313 
neoi 
and Hellenistic rulers, 30; 37 
and Roman authorities, 121; 132 
benefactions only to the neo;, 30; 36; 
39; 141; 162; 197 
finances of the neoi, 143 
officials of the neo, 30; 31-32; 36; 
121; 134; 136; 137; 177; 222; 
275 
separate status in the city, 30; 33; 
120; 131; 132; 137; 161; 
275 
teacher of the neoi, 39 
ne0p0105, 24 
in Ephesus, 75; 185 
in Miletus, 44 
in Priene, 10; 21; 22; 35; 37 
in Samos, 34; 102 
„See also “archi-oftfices,” “women” 
Nero, 174; 170; 180; 181; 187; 191; 192; 
200; 220; 234; 237; 258; 266; 269; 
281; 309 
Nerva, 191; 102; 228; 269 
Nicaea, 171; 105; 248; 308 
Nicanor (high-priest), 321—322 
Nicomedia, 161; 171; 195; 248; 309 
nomographos, 23; 46; 47 
nomophylax, 24; 31; 57; 58; 130; 141; 221; 
237 
nyctostrategos (nyctostrategia), 23; 128; 
204-206; 217; 240; 306; 307; 332. 
See also “liturgies” 
nyctophylax, 23; 145; 205; 206 
Nysa, 16; 26; 27; 115; 117; 128; 142; 143; 
160; 161; 167; 186; 200; 227; 231; 
240 


» 
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veconomos, 22; 24; 36; 37; 223 
Oenoanda 
city council, 158; 170 
the foundation by C. Iulius 
Demosthenes, 158; 109; 220; 230; 
319; 320 
officials 
agelarchai, 170; 229 
agonothetes, 158; 109; 170; 220; 320 
agoranomoi, 136 
archidekanoi, 121 
demarchoi, 121 
masteigophoroi, 229 
panegyriarchoi, 158; 109; 170 
priests, 136; 313; 320 
sebastophoroi, 229 
offices 
age requirements, 46-48; 52-53; 158; 
161; 172-173 
avoided, 159; 175; 176; 208 
by deities and rulers, 45—46; 54; 55; 
143; 210; 281 
by foreigners/Romans, 45—46; 54; 
55; 158-159; 219; 307-308; 316; 
325 
classification of offices, 14; 15; 17; 24; 
25; 27-30; 32; 33; 37-38; 55; 
109-113; 116-119; 124; 126-139; 
149; 289 
dissociated from official power/ 
distinctions, 86; 120; 161; 182; 
238-246 
epithets, 119 
bouleutikai archai, 138-139; 158; 
169-170; 172; 318 
“eternal” (41onios), 142; 158-159 
“first archai” (protai archai), 61; 
113; 232 
“highest archai” (megistai archai), 
23; 113-114; 138-130; 232 
eponymous, 45; 46; 52; 53; 54; 55; 62; 
63; 82; 83; 84-85; 05; 08-09; 127; 
158; 150; 179; 180; 181; 210; 220; 
223; 232; 256; 257; 261; 280; 200; 
291; 205 
(with) financial loss to the holder, 118; 
110; 123; 140; 142; 144-150; 156; 
157; 174; 175; 176; 177; 182; 200; 
291; 330; 331 
hierarchization, 47-48; 59-61; 113; 
127; 228-238; 280; 281; 308; 310— 
311 331 


holding more than one office, 62-63; 
226-228; 270; 281; 282; 
316-317 
iteration, 42; 43; 61-62; 63; 223-226; 
236; 245—246 
“in a row” (kata to hexes), 158; 225— 
226; 245; 246 
pleonakis (pollakis), 224 
new offices, 4; 189-216; 238-239; 261; 
262-263; 263-264; 282-283; 204; 
306-308; 314; 316; 332 
performed for another office, 149-150 
“spontaneously”/“voluntarily,” 58; 
138; 175; 176; 177; 262; 283; 
334 
term of office, 56-59; 62; 73; 84; 87; 
205; 217-223 
“by descent,” 51; 52; 59; 103; 164; 
166; 196; 222; 223; 270; 284; 317; 
318 
“for life,” 43; 53; 58-59; 179; 214; 
210; 220; 222; 223; 231; 236; 245; 
280; 282; 284; 307 
“forever,” 59 
“in perpetuity,” 59; 142; 210; 221; 
222; 223; 245; 282; 283; 307; 319; 
325 
See also “benefactions,” “children,” 
“colleges,” “first officials,” 
“funds,” “liturgies,” “officials,” 
“pollakis” “pleonakis,” “scrutiny,” 
“Sophists,” “stance,” “rimai 
(official distinctions),” “women” 
officials 
benefactions in office, 38; 39; 42; 44; 
455 515 555 123; 131; 144-145; 
147; 148; 149; 152; 157 
expectations from candidates, 39; 42; 
43-44 47; 52; 149; 150; 151; 104; 
166; 167; 169; 223; 200; 318; 319; 
330 
imposing fines, 23; 20; 34-35; 130; 
131; 132; 133; 138; 141; 193 
on the level other than that of the city, 
15; 30; 31; 32; 33; 30; 42; 43; 58; 
50; 61; 62; 110; 110; 121; 127; 
120; 135-136; 144; 146; 149; 
150; 166; 185; 208; 218; 220— 
221, 223, 227, 233234; 257 
258; 278 
payment to officials, 34; 35; 42; 56; 
130; I41; 212; 230; 317 
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officials (continued) 

politikoi officials, 136 

expenditures (funded/reimbursed) in 
office, 35; 36; 38; 42; 44; 59; 115- 
116; 117; 141-144 147; 150; 153; 
156-157; 219; 241; 282; 289; 317; 
318; 330 

revenues of officials, 34-35; 36—37; 44; 
140-141; 146; 147 

subordinate relations, 59-61; 127; 
137-139; 220; 230; 234; 242; 280; 
331 

See also “children,” “colleges,” 
“election (archairesiai),”” “fines,” 
“gerousia;” “katoikia,” “Pome,” 


e 


“offices,” “phyle;” “police 
functions,” “priest,” “promise,” 
“women” 


officium, 124; 125 
oikistes. See “founder” 
Olbia, 40; 65; 116; 120; 220; 232 
Olympieum, 270; 271; 272; 273; 274; 316 
overseer, 64; 73; 75; 241; 244 
epimeletes, 19; 20; 21; 23; 24; 31; 33; 
110; 121; 126; 100; 244; 308 
epistates, 23; 08; 105; 111; 211; 244 
epitropos, 244 
of the people's assembly, 68-70; 105; 
205; 208 
of the budget (epi tes dioikeseos), 22; 24 
of the council, 230 
of commerce (epimeletes of the 
emporium), 29 
of the guard (epi tes phylakes, epi tei 
Phylakei), 94 
of the gymnasiarchia, 120 
of the orkodomia of the temple of 
Apollo (Didyma), 309; 42; 58; 70; 
76 
of the probouloi, 235 
of the prytaneis, 235 
of the public bank (ep; tes demosias 
trapezes), 22 
of public lands, 119; 194; 306 
of water reservoirs (epimeletes hydatos) 
in Ephesus, 120 
of works (epistates or epimeletes ton 
ergon), 70; 111; 120; 121; 147; 
104; 298 
of the generalship in Smyrna, 244 
royal overseers, 94; 211; 201; 204 
See also “agoranomos,” “anti-oftices,” 
“epistates,” “logistai,” “neo” 


paidonomos, 19; 23; 36; 46; 47; 120; 181; 
218 
Pamphylia, 60; 61; 110; 119; 137; 142; 
144; 147; 150; 151; 150; 102; 171; 
179; 180; 181; 105; 204; 214; 221; 
228; 231; 233; 235; 244; 283; 202; 
303; 324; 325; 326 
panegyriarchos, 19; 145; 158; 166; 169; 
170; 240 
Panionion, 85; 86 
paraphylax (paraphylake), 23; 127; 128; 
130; 160; 161; 209-213; 227; 237; 
307 
Parium, 40; 79; 84; 298; 209; 300 
Patara, 183; 227; 326 
Patmos, 36; 43; 48; 59; 62 
Patrae, 300; 325 
patrobouloi, 170; 172; 318; 319 
patron, patronage, 166; 173; 188; 273; 
316; 326; 333 
Pausanias, 259; 271; 272 
Pergamum, 48; 49; 59; 130; 131; 249; 
251; 201; 324 
and Rome, 112; 158; 248; 250; 270; 
271; 274; 308; 313; 314; 322; 324; 
325; 327 
city budget, 36 
city council, 50; 112; 135 
neokoria, 251; 267; 270; 313 
officials, 33; 112 
agonothetes, 140 
argyrotamias, 135 
astynomoi, 34; 130 
demarchoi, 15 
ekdikos, 307 
gymnasiarch, 60; 128 
hypogymnasiarch, 60; 229 
prytanis, 63; 83; 120; 135; 140; 180; 
228 
religious officials, 15; 19; 25; 50; 63; 
83; 111; 145; 184; 222, 228 
secretary, 120; 121; 135 
treasurers, 121 
strategoi, 16; 121; 129; 135; 291 
timelai, 200 
popular assembly, 50; 112; 254 
social organizations 
ephebes, 132; 228 
neoi, 121; 132; 222 
the status of the city, 7; 247; 250; 207; 
270; 303; 314 
women's public role, 113; 145; 180; 
183; 184; 186 
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Perge, 131; 151; 171; 186; 326 

Phila (from Priene), 54; 55 
Philadelphia, 132; 220 

Philetaeros (of Pergamum), 30; 37; 300 
Philip I, 132; 227; 259; 268 

Philip II, 92 

Philip III, 94 

Philip V, 49; 72; 96; 97; 146; 204; 297; 
308; 322 

Philostratus, 159; 191; 259; 262 
Phocaea, 78; 151; 179; 180; 231; 302; 323 


phrourarchos, 19; 24; 46; 47; 56-57; 62 


Phrygia, 8; 30; 34; 110; 116; 134; 135; 
142; 144; 146; 147; 150; 101; 108; 
180; 181; 107; 202; 204; 206; 212; 
213; 221; 224; 225; 231; 232; 233; 
230; 207; 309; 332 


Phylarchos, 15; 31; 33 
Phyle, phylai, 24; 30; 42; 61; 131; 132; 


145; 177; 211; 204 
officials of phylai, 15; 24; 30; 31; 32; 
335 51; 110; 135; 161 
Pidasa, 28; 72; 203; 215 
Pionios (from Smyrna), 162; 2538; 261; 
264 
Pisidia, 21-22; 132; 103; 171; 207; 208; 
213 


Pliny the Elder, 258; 259 


Pliny the Younger, 3; 47; 125; 154; 155; 
156; 157; 169; 195; 196; 201; 203; 
204; 304, 305; 309; 310; 311; 310; 
320; 321; 324; 333 


Plutarch, 115; 131; 171; 176; 195; 196; 


215; 226; 284; 309; 315; 320 


polemarchos, 36; 129 


police functions, officials with, 23; 71; 
III; 117; 120; 127; 128; 120; 205; 
207; 213 


politographoi, 189; 197; 200; 202; 203; 


204; 220; 223; 306; 307 


Polybios, 49; 50; 176; 301; 333 
Pompeii, 152; 309 
Pompey, 47; 154; 155; 201; 202; 203; 


244; 310. See also “Bithynia” 


Pontus, 154; 324; 325; 326; 333 
Priene 


and Hellenistic rulers, 16; 25; 78; 79; 
205; 206; 311; 313 

and other Greek cities, 14; 40; 78; 79; 
95; 07; 215; 208; 200; 300; 311 

archairesiai, 81-82 

benefactions by officials, 38; 39; 42; 
43; 54; 60; 123; 138; 143 
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city council, 31; 112; 297 
kyrios syllogos, 79-81; 82 
officials, 25; 26; 61; 112 
agonothetes, 21; 63 
ambassadors, 38; 42; 43; 60 
antigrapheus, 62 
archiprytaneis, 233 
archontes, 14 
choregoi, 123 
generals, 24; 31; 38; 87-88; 98; 297; 
329 
gymnasiarch, 143 
neopoioi, 21; 35; 37 
nomophylakes, 31; 58 
overseers of the city budget, 22 
phrourarchoi, 19; 56; 62 
priests, 25; 37; 59; 63 
prytaneis, 20; 82; 83; 84; 85; 80 
secretary, 18; 20; 31; 58; 01; 63; 143; 
236 
stephanephoros, 24; 39; 45; 54 55; 
62; 82; 83; 84; 85; 179 
synedroi, 87; 88 
timouchoi, 31; 58; 85; 86; 87; 88 
Phylai, 24; 31 
prytaneion, 85; 86 
social organizations 
neoi, 30 
the status of the city, 78; 79; 299 
timairesiai, 79; 81-82 
women's public r6le, 54; 55; 179 
priest 
and other officilas, 16; 25; 30-31; 117; 
291 
as eponymous officials, 16; 53 
buying/selling priesthoods, 46; 51; 53; 
58; 59; 87; 128; 219; 269 
“by descent,” 51; 103; 222 
family priesthoods, 50-51; 162; 219; 
290 
financing priestly activities, 37; 50; 59; 
321 
“for life,” 58; 59; 219 
holding other offices simultaneously, 
63; 226; 227; 228; 282 
holding priesthood as a /eitourgia, 18; 
38; 42; 50; 52; 117; 118; 140; 145; 
151; 224 
holding priesthood together with wife, 
194; 185; 186; 188 
of Goddess Româ, 47; 210; 281; 282; 
312 
of Hellenistic rulers, 295; 312 
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priest (continued) 
of Roman rulers, 265 
of the Augusti, 130; 210; 227; 313; 
320 
on the provincial level, 282 
priests of colleges/social organizations, 
31; 59; 133; 134; 144 
requirements for occupying 
priesthoods, 46-47; 52; 53; 158 
royal priests, 234; 291 
See also “children,” “high-priest 
(archiereus)” “neokoros,” 
“offices,” “women” 
probouleuma. See “assembly,” 
““proposals” 
promise (epangelia) 
by candidates for offices, 43; 44; 53; 
59; 115; 150; 151; 152; 153; 157; 
199; 236; 290 
by officials, 42; 150; 151; 290 
by people of liberal professions, 41—42; 
150 
by private individuals, 41; 43; 44; 53; 
54; 55; 1435 151 
by rulers, 38; 40; 41; 43; 49; 280; 202 
legally enforced by the Romans, 151; 
152; 195; 306; 321 
prophetes (propheteia), 118; 143; 144; 149; 
150; 163; 177; 227 
proposals 
by archontes, 16 
by the city council, 298 
by exetastai, 207 
by the five commissioners, 101 
by generals, 28; 29; 87; 128; 130; 260— 
261; 275; 278; 207; 320 
by heiremenoi epi tei phylakei, 75 
by overseers (epistatai), 68; 69; 75 
by the priest of the Augusti, 128; 130; 
313 
by private individuals, 106; 275; 276; 
277; 298; 330 
by prytaneis, 27; 72; 74; 75; 85; 101; 
103; 104; 105; 106; 255; 207 
by the secretary of the people, 1238; 
130; 277; 278; 279; 281 
by synedroi, 68; 87; 88; 205 
by temporary commissioners, 76; 88; 
295; 207 
by timouchoi, 85 
See also “benefactions,” “council, of 
the city (oule),” “probouleuma” 
prostatai, 207; 211; 235; 204 


proxenos (proxenia), 14; 224; 326 
Prusa, 119; 148; 155; 158; 159; 165; 175; 
183; 104; 196; 211; 304; 309; 320 
Prusias by the Hypias, 145; 197; 200; 
202; 203 
prytaneion, 74; 85; 86; 255; 280 
sitesis în the prytaneion, 74; 85; 86 
prytanis (prytaneia) 
and other city officilas, 72-73; 74; 86; 
100; 101; 103; 110; 113; 121; 120; 
297 
financing, 141 
“first prylanis;” 235 
“for life (“in perpetuity,” etc.), 221; 
280 
holding other office(s) simultaneously, 
63; 149; 150; 227; 228; 270 
holding prytaneia as a leitourgia, 140; 
150; 161; 163; 1606; 167; 183; 280; 
281 
iteration, 120; 223; 226 
making benefactions in office, 63; 141— 
142 
paraprytaneis, 60; 61 
power distinguished from the office, 
182; 239 
prytanis stephanephoros, 84 
responsibilities, 20; 21; 25; 26; 27; 28; 
68; 71; 72; 73; 74; 75; 85; 100; 
101; 103; 104; 105; 106; 121; 120; 
130; 255; 280; 207; 208 
See also “archi-oftfices,” “offices,” 
“proposals,” “women” 
psephisma, 69; 70; 252; 255; 275; 276 
Ptolemies, 94; 95; 96; 291; 204 
Ptolemy I (Soter), 237; 296 
Ptolemy II (Philadelphos), 30; 40; 41; 49; 
65; 66; 69; 71; 104; 205 
Ptolemy III (Euergetes), 49; 104; 300 
Ptolemy IV (Philopator), 92 


Quinctius Flamininus, 'Litus, 248; 206; 
301 


rhetors, 106; 264; 283; 285; 298; 322; 
323; 330. See also “clites,” 
“Sophists”? 

Rhodes, the Rhodians, 14; 34; 79; 93; 96; 
97; 101; 103; 146; 210; 226; 234; 
237 241; 243; 202; 204; 209; 300; 
305; 306 

Rhodiapolis, 138; 159; 178; 238 

Romanization, 3; 4; 5; 6; 302; 333 
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Romans 
and Greeks as “children,” 309; 320 
and the province of Asia, 156; 211; 
220; 226; 247; 302; 303; 310-311 
as local officials, 158; 159; 168; 221— 
223; 236; 278-280; 302; 308; 316; 
318; 324-325 
confirmations of local decisions, 307; 
320; 321 
emperors and cities, 3; 112; 132; 158; 
265; 260; 271; 272; 285; 303; 304; 
315 
Roman interventions in local 
administration, 109; 114; 175; 
190; 104-197; 302; 300; 310-313; 
319; 320; 321; 327; 328; 335 
Roman dealings with Greek cities, 16; 
25; 121; 131; 132; 189-191; 199; 
200; 204; 207; 208; 210; 214; 216; 
248; 249; 250; 253; 208; 276; 303; 
304; 307; 308; 310; 316; 320; 327; 
331; 3335 334 
Roman influence on Greek city 
administration, 124; 126; 137— 
130; 152-154; 157; 100; 174; 
175; 185; 186-187; 189-216; 
217; 242-244; 251; 306; 308; 
309-310; 313; 314; 317; 
329-336 
Roman regulations concerning Greek 
cities, 8; 152; 172; 173; 174; 199; 
206; 212; 304; 305; 308; 312; 310; 
321; 323 
taxes, and remission of taxes, 200; 201; 
203; 252; 310; 334 
veneration of the Roman people, 37; 
46; 47 
See also “Antiochos III (the Great),” 
“benefactions,” “calendar,” 
“offices,” “patron, patronage,” 
“Philip V,” “Rome (goddess)” 
Rome (city), 149; 165; 174; 196-187; 198; 
205; 206; 215; 244; 245; 271; 205; 
301; 331 
Rome (goddess), 37; 47; 219; 220; 248; 
265; 274; 281; 282; 312; 313; 316; 
322 


sacrifice 
financing sacrifices by the city or 
funds, 36; 37; 50 
officials participating in sacrifices, 25; 
26; 27; 36; 60; 121; 120 


423 


paid for by officials themselves, 38; 59 
sacrifices in colleges/social 
organizations, 30; 36; 121 
sacrifices to Roman rulers, 129; 258 
Samos 
and Hellenistic rulers, 41; 79; 93; 94; 
95; 06; 104; 205; 311 
and other cities, 79; 89; 93; 95; 
96; 97; 101; 146; 208; 209; 300; 
311 
and Roman rulers, 238; 305 
the assembly of the people, 89; 93; 
104; 105; 298 
city council, 19; 20; 21; 36; 100; 10T; 
102; 103; 104; 106 
decrees, 77; 88-91; 02-04; 95-96; 97; 
296; 298 
doctors, 10; 38; 41 
“Grain Decree,” 47; 57; 88; 89; 95; 
100; 103; 106; 238 
klerouchoi, 92; 98; 99 
law on leases, 99—100 
officials 
agonothetai, 144 
demiourgos, 20; 98; 99 
epimeletai, 31 
eponymous officials, 95; 98; 99 
exetastai, 36 
the five commissioners, 21; 100; 
IOI; 102 
generals, 61; 97; 98 
heiremenoi epi tei phylakei, 68; 71; 
72; 753 97 
hyperetai, 20 
neopotoi, 34 
overscer of the assembly, 105; 298 
prytaneis, 20; 21; 36; 85; 100; 101; 
103; 104; 105; 106 
secretary, 10; 20; 21; 36; 100; 101; 
102 
treasurer, 21; 99; 100; 208 
royal officials, 94; 95; 98 
status of the city, 94; 96; 97; 305 
synarchia, 61 
tribes (phylai), 31; 94-95 
tyranny of Kaios and Douris, 95—96 
women's public r6le in the city, 152 
Sardis 
and other cities, 40; 64; 71; 281; 300 
and Hellenistic rulers, 292 
and Roman authorities, 132; 321 
hyperetai, 122 
neokoria, 268 
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Sardis (continued)) 
officials, 113; 114; 167; 324 
agonothetai, 144 
ekdikoi, 110; 214 
generals, 120; 232; 242; 243 
gymnasiarch, 134; 144 
logistai, 134 
Phylarchos, 110 
priest, 220 
secretary, 242 
prytaneis, 129 
stephanephoroi, 54; 55; 220 
social organizations 
gerousia, 131; 137 
neoi, 32 
tribes (phylai), 132 
women's public r6le, 54; 55; 266 
“savior” (soter). See “benefactors” 
scrutiny 
dokimasia of city officials, 45; 46-48; 
57; 157; 158 
verification of social status, 202; 
204 
Sebastopolis, 204; 206; 240 
secretary 
and other officials, 20; 23; 32; 62; 75; 
85; 100; 101; 103; 109; 
111; 127; 128; 130; 140; 
150; 202; 220; 235; 237; 
254; 278; 308 
holding office as a /eitourgia, 18; 
35; 58; 01; 120; 143-144; 147; 
148; 149; 151; 161; 235-236 
holding other office(s) simultaneously, 
33; 63; 136; 148; 226; 227, 228; 
279; 282 
iteration, 61; 62; 166; 223; 224 
of colleges and organizations 
of the archontes, 134 
of the chrysophoroi, 134 
of the city council, 19; 20; 21; 23; 
24; 31; 75; 85; 100; 101; 102; 
103; 120; 124; 133—134; 227; 
253 
of the generals, 31; 58 
of the gerousia, 121; 134; 136 
of the neoi, 121; 134 
of the nomophylakes, 31; 58 
ofa phyle, 161 
of a synergasia, 223 
of the timouchoi, 31; 58 
of the treasurers, 31 


of the people, 24; 128; 130; 135; 151; 
166; 234; 253; 206; 277; 
278; 270; 280; 281; 282; 284; 
285 
receiving funding from the city, 35; 
36; 58; 147 
revenues, 140; 146; 147 
term of office, 58; 62 
See also “archi-offices,” “hypo- 
offices,” “offices” 
Seleucos I Nicator, 33; 40; 48; 73 
Seleucos II Callinicos, 40; 66; 67; 297 
Selge, 151; 185; 220; 223 
senate (Roman), 166; 187; 198; 253; 265; 
268; 306; 316; 321 
Septimius Severus, 110; 117; 180; 218; 
224; 233; 238; 252, 262; 263; 264; 
268; 306; 308 
Sestus, 32; 30; 44; 48 
Severus Alexander, 147; 159; 168; 180; 
220; 237; 2608; 271; 281 
Side, 114; 144; 148; 159; 233 
sitesis. See “prytaneion” 
sitodotai, 220 
sitometroumenoi, 323 
sitones. „See “treasurers” 
Smyrna 
and Hellenistic rulers, 40; 249; 250; 
258; 250; 260; 313; 322 
and other cities, 40; 203; 248; 249; 250; 
252; 202; 203; 204; 265; 267; 268; 
273; 208; 209; 300; 313; 322 
and Roman authorities, 240; 250; 253; 
255; 265; 307; 320 
and Roman rulers, 238; 248; 251; 252; 
253; 258; 259; 260; 262; 264; 265; 
273; 314 315 
assembly, 249; 252; 253; 255; 257; 262; 
313; 320 
city council, 230; 253; 254; 255; 320 
gerousia, 132 
neokoria, 251; 252; 258; 259; 260; 261; 
263; 264; 207; 268; 274; 314 
officials 
agonothetes, 257; 258; 2600; 203 
agoranomos, 60; 62; 183; 257 
boularchos, 183; 255 
dekaprotos, 183 
diogmitai, 263; 264 
eirenarches, 209; 263; 264 
eklogeus, 159; 307 
epimenioi, 230; 255 
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exetastai, 254 
general, 150; 175; 177; 183; 209; 
244; 257; 260; 261; 2602; 263; 2604; 
297; 323; 329 
grammatophylax, 183; 254 
gymnasiarch, 183; 260 
high priest, 266 
hipparchos, 183; 263; 264 
hypagoranomos, 60; 229; 257 
logistes, 324 
neokoros, 183; 258; 203; 204; 313 
overseer, 244 
prytanis, 159; 183; 235; 255 
secretary, 183; 254; 255 
stephanephoros, 159; 179; 256; 257 
treasurer, 183; 256 
Pelops, 322 
Sophists, 177; 191; 196; 251; 202; 263; 
264; 322; 324 
status of the city, 247; 248; 240; 250; 251 
titles, 251-252; 267 
women's public r6le in the city, 159; 
170; 183; 256 
See also “Amazons,” “Claudius 
Rufinus (from Smyrna),” 
“council, of the city (oule),” 
“Nemesis, Nemeseis,” “Pionios 
(from Smyrna),” “Rome 
(goddess),” “Sophists” 
Sophists, 191; 196; 283 
as hoplite generals, 177; 262 
as neokoroi, 258; 264 
holding offices as /eitourgiai, 146; 147; 
177; 264; 319 
individual Sophists 
Claudius Rufinus, 177; 262; 204; 
319 
Flavius Damianus, |[i.?], 146; 147; 
210; 284; 285; 316 
Hordeonius Lollianus, P., 262; 285 
Polemo, M. Antonius, 196; 251; 
263; 204; 323; 324 
promoting local histories and cults, 
204; 283-284; 286; 322; 323 
See also “€lites,” “rhetors” 
Spain, 6; 137; 138; 153; 157; 185; 245; 
329 
Sparta, 115; 155; 183; 214; 222; 225; 229; 
237; 304; 311; 315; 323 
“stance” (hairesis, proairesis), 49; 51; 52; 
55; 58. See also “benefactions,” 
“liturgies,” “offices” 


stephanephoros (stephanephoria) 
and other officials, 24; 25; 127; 194; 
256; 257 
as an eponymous official, 53; 54; 55; 
62; 66; 72; 81-85; 158; 159; 179; 
180; 220; 256; 257 
by deities, 45; 46; 62; 63; 158 
by Hellenistic rulers, 45; 158; 291 
by Romans, 158; 222 
“for life”/“in perpetuity,” 220; 221; 
222 
funds for holding stephanephoria, 142; 
220-222 
holding other office(s) simultaneously, 
63; 227, 228; 256 
holding stephanephoria as a leitourgia, 
54; 113; 117; 150; 175; 220; 256 
holding stephanephoria with 
benefactions, 39; 54; 63; 151 
iteration, 62; 223; 224; 225 
responsibilities, 53—55; 129; 256 
See also “children,” “liturgies,” 
“offices,” “prytanis (prytaneia),” 
“women” 
Strabo, 258; 314 
Stratonicea (in Caria) 
and Roman authorities, 8; 112; 106 
benefactions, 141; 145; 148; 102 
city council, 31; 170 
iteration of offices, 62 
officials 
agoranomoi, 218 
demarchoi, 15 
generals, 210; 218 
gymnasiarchs, 148; 217; 227; 228 
high priests, 145; 177; 225 
religious officials, 31; 42; 150 
prytaneis, 61; 110; 149 
secretary, 140 
stephanephoros, 158; 228 
Stratonicea Hadrianopolis (on the 
Caicus), 31; 151; 225; 273 
Sulla, L. Cornelius, 112; 116; 172; 198; 
201; 240; 250 
summa honoraria (or summa legitima), 
152; 153; 154 156; 157; 236; 316- 
317; 331. See also “fees,” 
“honorarium decurionatus” 
Syedra, 165; 178; 210 
sympolity (sympoliteia), 72; 80; 97; 203; 
215; 230; 252 
synarchia. See “colleges” 
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syndikos (syndikia) 
and ambassador, 216 
and synegoros, 215 
of cities, 127; 134; 213; 214; 215; 216; 
224; 306 
of colleges and social organizations, 
214 
See also “advocates,” “ekdikos 
(ekdikia)” 
synedroi, 67, 68; 70; 76; 87; 88; 243; 295 
syngeneia, 30; 31; 51; 135; 162 
synodos, 131; 161; 162; 191; 222; 256 


Tabae, 8; 32; 177; 204; 205; 224; 232 
“Tarsus, 158; 172; 180; 208; 218; 247; 
252; 274; 308; 300; 314; 315 
teachers 
and archontes, 17; 35; 111; 308 
as /eitourgoi, 220 
hired by officials, 39 
paid directly, 35; 39 
technitai, 19; 148; 253 
feichopoios, 19; 21; 24 
the feichopoikon fund, 21; 71 
“Temnus, 298; 209; 300; 332 
“Tenos, 18; 31; 35; 38; 41; 42; 110; 111; 
150; 170; 193; 218; 220 
“Teos 
and Hellenistic rulers, 146; 200; 295; 
300; 301; 311 
and other cities, 14; 200; 203; 300; 311 
and Roman authorities, 301 
benefactions, 37; 41; 148 
city budget, 36 
officials 
and archai, 14; 56; 61 
agonothetes, 63 
archontes, 129 
choregoi, 18 
generals, 28; 86 
grammatophylakes, 60 
gymnasiarch, 19; 46; 132 
hieropoioi, 25 
kosmoi, 61 
nomographoi, 46; 47 
paidonomos, 19; 46; 47 
phrourarchoi, 46; 56; 62 
prytams, 25; 26 
religious officials, 15; 25; 26; 63 
timouchoi, 28; 86 
trierarchos, 18 
social organizations, 61; 132; 148 
status of the city, 205; 300; 301 


“Termessus, 132; 142; 140; 150; 151; 160; 
163; 164; 165; 178; 179; 183; 207; 
208; 211; 216; 210; 221; 223; 233; 
234; 237; 230; 240; 327 
Theangela, 35; 58; 59; 206; 297 
theoros, 24; 65. See also “archi-oftices” 
"Thrace, 149; 206; 223; 228; 327 
Thyatira 
and Roman authorities, 37; 320 
benefactions, 122; 123; 140; 147 
city council, 133; 134; 220; 221; 231; 
243 
holding office as a /eitourgia, 145; 166-— 
107; 182; 307 
officials 
agonothetes, 145; 100; 107; 180; 220 
agoranomoi, 161; 218 
boularchos, 220; 221; 231 
ekdikos, 215 
generals, 117; 140; 227 
hieronomoi, 140 
high priests, 135; 107; 185; 219; 
226, 233 
logistai, 104; 200 
prytaneis, 180; 185; 227 
priests, 210; 227 
secretaries, 134; 135 
sitonoi, 145; 101 
stephanephoros, 180 
the superintendent of works, 147 
syndikoi, 216 
social organizations, 135; 102; 214; 215 
women's public role in the city, 145; 
167; 180; 182; 185; 283 
Tiberius, 120; 132; 135; 140; 146; 150; 
173; 174; 237; 251; 258; 201; 265; 
266; 2607; 269; 274; 276; 277; 279; 
304; 305; 334 
timai (official distinctions), 82; 138; 206; 
240; 241. See also “offices,” 
“timairesiai” 
timairesiai, 79; 81; 82. See also “election 
(archairesiai)” 
timetai, 189; 197; 200-204; 306 
timouchoi 
and other officials, 28; 85; 86 
as a college with technical staff, 31; 58; 
82; 86 
responsibilities, 28; 85; 86; 88 
timouchion, 86 
See also “timairesiai” 
Titus, 134; 269; 324 
Tlos, 15; 25; 152 
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Trajan, 3; 47; 121; 125; 148; 152; 154; 
155; 156; 186; 191; 102; 206; 251; 
250; 200; 270; 305; 309; 310; 311; 
313; 316 
'Tralles 
and other cities, 71 
and Roman authorities, 250 
benefactions, 33; 140; 162 
city council, 133; 154; 240 
gerousia (with technical staff), 32; 33; 
121 
holding office as a /eitourgia, 115; 116; 
118 
neokoria, 252 
officials 
AgOranomos, 29; 110; 135; 217 
eirenarches, 209 
general, 175 
gymnasiarch, 217 
logistes, 135; 190 
nyctostrategos, 204 
paraphylax, 209 
priest, 140 
secretary, 137; 232 
sitones, 123 
treasurers 
and other city officials, 21; 36; 73; 193 
as a college (with technical staff), 31; 
57; 60 
holding other office(s) simultaneously, 
226 
holding this office as a /eitourgia, 183 
“in charge of the property for the 
provision of grain” (sitonai), 23; 
24; 89; 123; 127; 142; 143; 144; 
145; 148; 161; 224; 233 
“in charge of the property for the 
provision of oil” (e/aiones), 127; 
142 
of cities, 21; 22; 23; 36; 09; 100; 142; 
256 
of colleges and social organizations, 31 
32; 1335 134 135; 256 


of sanctuaries, 71; 99; 100; 161; 218; 208 


responsibilities, 21; 22; 23; 36; 37; 47; 
193; 256; 207; 208 
term of office, 37; 57; 73; 74; 100; 121; 
218 
See also “anti-offices, 
“hypo-offices,” “ 
“officials” 
“Troezen, 61; 230 
Tyraion, 30; 34; 205; 296 


nu 


archi-oftices,” 
offices,” 


Tyris (Fatoikia in Lydia), 110; 135; 149; 
150; 192, 104 


Valerian, 232; 268; 271; 272 

Vespasian, 121; 181; 210; 227; 238; 262; 
266; 270; 304; 305; 300; 321; 
324 

Vibius Salutaris, C. (from Ephesus), 143; 
154; 269; 315; 316; 319 


women 

and the office of the general, 181-182 

as agonothetai (with husbands), 145; 
180; 182; 184; 185; 186 

as benefactors (with husbands), 53—54; 
55; 56; 145; 159; 160; 163; 178; 
182-183; 184; 186; 188; 254; 285; 
290-291; 317 

as boularchoi, 181; 231 

as demioureoi/ damiourgoi, 54; 55; 180 

as gymnasiarchs (with husbands), 178; 
170; 182; 184; 221 

as high priestesses, 179; 180; 184; 256 

as hipparchoi, 181 

as holders of eponymous offices, 53; 
54; 55; 150; 181; 256 

as members of the gerousia, 181 

as members of their families, 54; 55; 
56; 1603; 175; 178; 179; 183; 184; 
185; 188; 241; 284; 318 

as neopoioi, 185 

as priestesses (with husbands), 16; 25; 
52; 53; 54; 58; 145; 151; 158; 170; 
180; 185; 186; 279; 285; 291 

as prytaneis (with husbands), 159; 180; 
182; 194; 185; 256; 280; 284; 285 

as stephanephoroi (with husbands), 53; 
54; 55; 03; 150; 179; 180; 184; 
185; 256 

honorific epithets, 178; 256 

in the west, 186; 187; 188; 317; 318 

offices closed to women, 181; 182; 291; 
318 

public honors, 160; 178; 179; 183; 254 

royal women, 55; 146 

See also “benefactions,” “benefactors,” 
“children,” “liturgies,” “offices,” 
“officials” 


Xanthus, 14; 42; 44; 49; 62; 63; 136; 162; 
295 

Xenophon of Ephesus, 207; 208 

Xystoi, 21; 221; 269 
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Zeus Zeus Panamaros, 170 
Zeus Asclepios, 270; 271; 327 Zeus Pandemos, 162; 186 
Zeus Kynegesios, 273 Zeus Philios, 270; 274 
Zeus Lepsynos, 274 Zeus Sabazios, 51 
Zeus Nemesios, 59 Zeus Sosipolis, 16; 25 
Zeus Nikephoros, 314 Zeus Strateios, 32 


Zeus Olympios, 263; 267; 270; 271; 273  Ziaelas, 207; 300 
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